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NOTE 


~ A LarcE part of the subject-matter of the 

‘tures which form the contents of the present 

ume was also treated by Nettleship in his 
sssey in 4Hellenica, entitled ‘The Theory of 
Gducation in the Repuwbic of Plato, and again 
n an essay on ‘Plato’s Conception of Goodness 
nd ‘he Good,’ which will be found in vol. i. 
f these Lectures and Remains. Students of 
the Aupudbiic who make use of this volume may 
be recommended also to read the two essays 
ibove mentioned. 

In reproducing Nettleship’s lectures on the 
Republic, 1 have followed in the main the very 
‘ull notes taken by several pupils in the year 
887 and the beginning of 1888. I have, how- 

‘er, made much use of my own and other note- 

‘the lectures as given in 1885, adopting 

~, besides single sentences and phre 
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whole passages in which some subject happened 
to hive been more fully treated than in the later 
year, In every case where there was a substantial 
discrepancy between the lectures given in the two 
years I have followed the later version. 

In the actual lectures Nettleship used Greek 
-serms and English equivalents for them almosi 
indifferently. As the lectures may be read t+ 
some who do not read the original Greek, I hav 
throughout adopted English words, except wh” 
no English equivalent for the Greek seems pos 
sible, or where the meaning of the Greek word 
is itself the subject referred to. 

While remaining solely responsible in every 
point for the form in which these lectures finally 
appear, I have to thank Mr. Bradley, the editor 
of the preceding volume, for most valuable advice 
and assistance which I have received from him a 
several stages in my task. 


GODFREY R. BENSON. 


LECTURES ON PLATO'S 
‘REPUBLIC’ 


I. INTRODUCTION 


THE Republic, though it has something of the nature 
both of poetry and of preaching, is primarily a book of 
philosophy. In studying it, therefore, we have to pay 
attention above all to the reasoning, the order and con- 
nexion of thought. A philosopher is a man with a greater 
power of thinking than other people, one who has thought 
more than others on subjects of common interest, All 
philosophy must be critical ; and in thinking facts out to - 
Their consequences the philosopher necessarily arrives at 
conclusions different from and often contradictory to the 
deas current around him. Often indeed the conclusions 
ie arrives at seem no different from those of plain people, 
and yet the difference between the philosopher and the 
mass of mankind remains a great one, for, though starting 
from the same facts and arriving at similar conclusions, 
1e has in the interval gone through 4 process of thinking, 
and the truth he holds is reasoned truth. What seeins 

Ba 


LECTURES ON PLATO’S ‘REPUBLIC’ 


at first sight the same truth, and may be put in the sam 
words that anybody else would use, is yet a very differer 
truth to the philosopher, containing a great deal that is nm 
‘present to the minds of most men. In either case, whethc 
the results, at which the philosopher arrives, are what w 
believe or what we do not believe, the first thing we hav 
to do is to follow his enquiries. We should see how h 
arrives at his conclusions before we begin to criticize ther 
To study the Republic in this way is difficult. Plato’. 
ideas are often expressed in a manner very different fron 
any that we are accustomed to. This is, in part, a diffi 
culty common to all reading in philosophy. In arriving 
vat ideas unlike those of most people philosophy does not 
differ at all from the special sciences; but while the 
elementary conceptions of the sciences are approximately 
fixed, and the meaning of the terms used can be seen at | 
once or quickly learnt, it is otherwise with philosophy ; 
forthe subject-matter of philosophy is ofa comparatively 
general character, being chiefly the main facts about 
‘iuman knowledge and human morality, and in such 
subjects there can be no absolutely fixed terminology. 
Sometimes also, in Plato and other Greek philosophers, 
the significance of what is said escapes us just because it 
is expressed in a very simple way. The Republic, more- 
- over, has special difficulties arising from the peculiaritit- 
of its form and method ;—every great book has character. 
istics of its own, which have to be studied like th: 
characteristics of a person. 
. (What, in the first place, is the subigst of the book 
Its name might suggest that it was a book of politica. 
philosophy, but we very soon find that it is rather a book 
- of moral philosophy. (It starts from the question, ‘ Wha 
is Justice (8ixatoovyn)? 2) that being the most comprehensive 
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of the Greek names for virtues, and in its widest sense, 
as Aristotle tells us, equivalent to ‘the whole of virtue as 
shown in our dealings with others?) {It is a book abou 
human life and the human soul or human nature,’ anc 
the real question in it is,Jas Plato says, how-to live best 2 
What then is implied in calling it the REpublc 
{To Plato one of the leading facts about huiman life is that 
it can. only be lived well in. some form of -organized 
community,)of which the Greeks considered {the civic 
community to be the best form. ‘Therefore the question, 
What is the best. life ? Ns to him inseparable from. the 
question, (What is the best order or organization of 
human society?) The subject of the Republic is th's 
a very wide one; and a modern critic, finding such 
a variety of matter in it, is inclined to think that Plato 
has confused quite distinct questions. This is not so; 
he gives us in the Republic an ideal picture of the. rise 
and fall of the human soul, its rise to its highest stage 
of development and its fall to its lowest depth; anc 
~ doing so he has tried to take account of everything in 
the human soul, of its whole natured Modern associations 
lead us to expect that the book should be either distingtly 
ethical or distinctly political, that it should either con- 
sider man in his relations as a citizen or consider him 
“imply as a moraleagent. Because the Greek philosophers 
lid not separate these two questions it is frequently said 
‘hat they confused them ; whereas it would be truer to 
say that they looked at human life more simply and 
more completely than we are apt to do. But of course 
there are questions which we have to differentiate as 
ethical or political, and which the Greeks, did not thus 
diffgrentiate, The reason is that their actual life. was 
2 Eth, Nie. Wei. tg and go. 9 344m 
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less differentiated than ours; that law, custom, and 
religion were not in practice the distinct things that they 
are now. 
’ Along with the main subject there are many incidental 
and subordinate subjects in the Repudlic; there is a great 
deal of criticism of existing institutions, practices, and 
opinions. (The book may be regarded not only as a 
philosophical work, but as a treatise on social and political 
reform, It is written in the spirit of a man not merely 
reflecting on human life, but intensely anxious to reform 
and revolutionize it.) This fact, while giving a peculiar 
interest to Plato’s writing, prejudices the calmness and 
_infipartiality of his philosophy. ie is always writing 
‘with crying evils in his eye—a chayacteristic in which 
he differs widely from Aristotle.) : 

We must next consider the form,of the book. It was 
not peculiar to Plato to throw his*speculations into the 
form of dialogues. Several of the pupils of Socrates 
wrote dialogues, and the fashion lasted to the time of 
Aristotle. The fact that this form came naturally to 
a Greek philosopher is part of a more general literary 
phenomenon. Greek literature is certainly less; personal 
than modern literature (the Greek drama, for ingtance, is 
less subjective than ours), but on the other. hand Greek, 
literature is more concrete. Thucydides’ history diffef~ 
from modern books of history both in the absence of 
personal detail and in the absence of general reflexions, 
The place of general reflexions is taken in Thucydides 
by fictitious speeches put into the mouths of actual 
persons; and in this we see that the distinction now 
observed in literature between the exposition of ideas and 
principles and the representation of persons and character 
had not then become prominent./ SdPlato: takes a number 
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of actual personagesjsome contemporary, some belonging 
to the last generation, some of them public men, others 
friends of his own, and makes them the exponents of the 
philosophical opinions and ideas that he wishes to set 
before us. These persons are not used as mere lay 
figures; they are chosen because they actually had in: 
them something of what the dialogues attribute to them, _ 
and they are often represented with dramatic propriety 
and vivacity.{ Nevertheless they are handled without the 
slightest scruple as to historical truth }}-(the sense of 
historical truth is a feature of modern times, its absence 
a feature of ancient, and we see this in Plato, just as we 
see it in Aristophanes); fo the personages of the dialogue . 
are on the one hand simply ideal expressions of certain 
principles ; on the other hand they carry with them much: 
of their real character.) (The Platonic dialogue is a form’ 
of writing which would be impossible now. We require 
a writer to keep the exposition of principles distinct from 
the representation of persons, and to treat characters pri- 
marily with an historical interest if they are actual people, 
primarily with a dramatic interest if they are fictitious, 
As a rule, when the form of dialogue has been used by 
modern philosophers, as it was by Berkeley, the person- 
ages are not characters at all; the dialogue of Bunyan. 
the best analogy in English literature to that of Plato. 
Plato the dramatic element is present in different de 
ees in different dialogues. The Protagoras is the most 
tished philosophical dramajand in the Euthydemus we 
iave a philosophical burlesque, In the later dialogues 
he dramatic element is smaller, but all of them are real 
lialogues, except the Laws, in which the conversation is 
‘ery.slight, and the 77maens, in which even the form of 
conversation is Stopped for that of exposition. Un the 
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Republic itself the dramatic element diminishes ag the 
book proceeds, but is occasionally resuscitated} y 
While however Plato’s adoption of this form is in 
agreement with other tendencies in Greek literature 
generally, there is also a special reason to be found for 
it in the history of philosophy; the dialogue form has 
a serious import. Philosophic dialogue had its origin 
in Socrates himself, with whom Greek philosophy, as 
distinct from the investigation of nature, practically begins. 
He passed his life in talking. It was the impulse given by 
his life that produced Plato’s dialogues. Socrates is unique 
among philosophers because he lived his philosophy ¥ 
be put out what he had to put out, not in books, but in 
his life, and-he developed his ideas by constant contact 
with other men. That he was able to do this was his 
great power; he was a man who, wherever he was and 
whomsoever he met, showed himself master of the situa- 
tion. In his case, then, it-was apparent that philosophy 
Be living thing developed by the contact of living minds. 
We are apt to think of it as something very impersonal. 
and abstract, but, emphatically, all, philosophy deals with 
something in human nature, and differences in philosophy. 
are differences at the bottom of human nature? When, 
however, philosophy is concentrated and embodied ia 
a book, it speaks a language not understood by a2~ 
people, and the author, when once he has published b 
book, cannot help it if his readers misunderstand wha 
he says, for he is not in immediate contact with them 
(Plato stands between Socrates and a modern writer on 
philosophy. He has endeavoured to preserve the living 
‘philosophy in the written words; he takes types of 
‘human nature more or less familiar to his readers,-and 
he makes them develop his ideas by the natural process 
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_ of question and answer. The literary function of the 
Platonic dialogue is in modern literature distributed 
between different kinds of books, chiefly between. books 
of philosophy, and novels)in which ideas grow, embodied 
in the lives of the characters. 

Further, the form of question and answer seems to 
Plato the natural form for the search after truth to take. 
He constantly. opposes this to the mode, which the 
sophists adopted, of haranguing or preachingS—producing 
effect by piling up words! Why does he thus insist 
on question and answer? Because the discovery of 
truth must be a gradual process, and at every step we 
should make ourselves realize exactly at what point 
we have arrived. In Plato this is effected by the dia- 
logue form, each, step being made with the agreement of 
two or more persons,” Now, though philosophy need not 
proceed by discussion ‘between two people, its method 
must always be in principle the same ;)a person who 

_feally thinks elicits ideas from himself “by questioning, 
limself, and tests those ideas by questioning; he does,: 

fact, the.same sort of thing with himself that Socrates 

id with other people. (in dialogue two or more minds 
alte represented as combining in the search for truth, and 
the truth is elicited by the contact of view with view ; 
—~~this respect it és replaced in a modern philosophy 
ok by a criticism which endeavours to elicit _ truth 
om opposing views.) * ati eee 

In addition to Plato’s use of dialogue we have to 

ckon with his habit of stating ideas_in-a-—picturesque 

anner. Thus in Book II of the Republic, when he is 
alyzing principles which are at work in existing society, 





Se, for example, Rep. 1. 348 a and 8, and 350 and g, and fora favour- 
e representation of the manner of the sophists see the Profagoras. 
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he exhibits them in what appears to be an historical 
sketch. He describes first a state organized solely for 
the production of the necessaries of life, and afterwards 
lattes it grow into a luxurious state ; but he knows all 
the time that the features he ascribes to each are simply 
taken from the Athens of his own day.’ This is more 
noticeable still in Books VHI and IX, where he wishes 
to exhibit various developments of evil in a logical order 
of. progress, and to do so takes five characters and five 
states in succession, describing them as historically grow- 
ing one out of the other. The result of this tendency 
is to make his writing more vivid, but it is misleading 
and gives unnecessary occasions for retort. The order 
in which Plato's thoughts follow upon one another in the 
Republic is logical, but the dramatic or the picturesque 
medium through which he is constantly presenting his 
ideas disguises the logical structure of the work, 

The logical method of the Republic is in accordance. 
with the form of conversational Keasion {Plato does; 
not start by collecting all the facts he can, trying after/ 
wards to infer a principle from the ‘the book is full 
of facts, but they are all arranged to illustrate principles 
‘which he has in mind from the beginning. Nor does hz 
set out by stating a princigle and then asking whet 
consequences follow from it.) Starting with a cette’ 
conception of what man is, he builds up a picture 
what human life might be ain this he is guide 
throughout by principles, which he does not enuncia 
till he has gone on some way}. Ge begins the co 


2 {We may say that the ultimate principle of the Republic is that t 
universe is the manifestation of a single pervading law, and that hum 
life is good so far as it obeys that law; but of this principle Pla‘ de 
not speak till the end of Book Vis, 
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struction of his picture with admitted facts about human 
life, and he gradually adds further elements in human 
life; he at once appeals to and criticizes popular ideas, 
as he goes on, extracting the truth and rejecting the false- 
hood in them. Thus neither ‘induction’ nor ‘deduction ‘ 
is_a term that applies to his method; it is a a ‘genetic’: 1 
or “constructive ’ method ; _ the formation jon. of his principle! 
and th the application of it are going on side by side.) 

“Before beginning to follow the argument in detail, we 

‘ must notice the main divisions into which it falls. They 
are the following :— 

1. Books I and II, to 367 E. This forms an intro- 
duction ; in it several representative. views about human 
life are examined, and the problem to which the Republic 
offers a solution ig put before us. That problem arises 
in the following manner: we believe that there are moral 
principles to be observed in life; but this belief is in 
apparent contradiction to the fact, which meets the eye, 
that what we should commonly call success in life does 

depend upon morality. The sense of this contradic- 

1 leads to the demand, with which the Introduction 

minates: ‘ Show us what morality really is, by explain- 

x-(without any regard to its external and accidental 
ults) how it operates in the soul of him who possesses: 
hat does moratity mean in a man’s innermost life?” 
3 question indicates the central idea of the Republic.) 
rom Book II, 367 E, to the end of Book IV. 
this section Plato describes in outline what, as he 
ceives, would be the best form of human society; 
tice’ is to be traced first in the institutions of this 
ety. These are based, as he considers, upon the 
jirements of human nature. The society is a com- 
aity in ‘the life of which every element in human 
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_nature has its proper scope given to it; and in this its 
Sustice consists. The external organization, of which 
‘this section treats, is only of importance because the 
inner life of man finds its expression in it. Beginning 
therefore with the organization of life in the state, and 
discovering in every part of it a principle upon which 
the welfare of the community depends, Plato endeavours 
to trace this principle to its roots in the constitution of 
human nature, showing how whatever is good or evil in 
the external order of society depends upon the inner 
nature of the soul. 
3. Books V to VII. Beginning with a further dis- 
‘ enssion of some points in the institutions of the ideal 
society, Plato, in the main part of this section, starts from 
the question by what means this ideal, could be realized. 
The answer is that human life would be as perfect as it 
is capable of being, if it were governed throughout by 
knowledge; while the cause of all present evils is that 
men are blinded, by their own passions and prejudices 
to the laws of their own life. Plato expresses this’ 
saying that, if the ideal is to be reached and if pret 
evils are to be brought to an end, philosophy, must 
the state ;—(by philosophy he means the best knowle¢ 
and the fullest understanding of the most import 
subjects). In these Books he is ¢ccupied on thy 
hand with the evils that result from the wast 
perversion of what he feels to ‘be the most precious t. 
in human nature, the capacity for attaining truth, 
on the other hand with the means by which this capa 
might be so trained and so turned to account as to b 
the greatest benefit to mankind. 
4. Books VIII and IX. As the earlier Books- 
“before us a picture of what human life might be at 
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best, sd these put before us.an ideal picture of human 
evil, tracing the fall of society and of human nature to 
the lowest depths they can reach. Plato here tests and 
develops further his idea of the principle upon which 
human good depends, by undertaking to show that all 
existing evil is due to the neglect of that principle. } 

5. Book X. This is the most detached part of the, 
Republic, and consists of two disconnected sections. The - 
first half of it treats over again the subject of art, and 
especially of poetry, which has already been considered 
in Book III. The last half continues the consideration 
of the main subject, the capabilities and destinies of 
the human soul, by following the soul into the life - 
after death. 


Il, EXAMINATION OF SOME REPRE- 
SENTATIVE OPINIONS ABOUT 
JUSTICE 


[ Republic, Book I.] 


THE First Book of the Repudlic, and the First Book 
only, is in construction and method closely similar to 
,the earlier dialogues of Plato, the ‘Socratic’ dialogues. 
It serves as a prelude to the rest of the work, as + -_gre. 
told at the beginning of Book II. In it certain a 
ideas of morality, which in a modern work woul 
been formulated as abstract ideas, are embodied. , 
us by various persons. We must first try to sea * 
different kinds of characters Plato has intend, 
represent to us in these persons. oT 
(Seetes is always in the dialogues of 
representative of the true philosophic spirit, \. 
reveals itself in different dialogues in differen 
“In this Book it shows itself as a_critical spirit 
*atrives at no apparent positive result whatever. Soc 
is the representative of an element always preser 
: philosophy, the sceptical or enquiring spirit which + 
* takes things on trust, but requires that everything’: 





LECTURES ON PLA 
7 


of what is called the Socratic: 
¢lusion arrived at need not b 
thought the natural conseq 
Simonides ; that principle 
things; the point to which 
why Polemarchus allows him: 
conclusion to which he is ted. 
that it consists in giving to € 
| him (dpetAdpevor),)_ Everythi 
Vy Of dperdduevor, and the object) 
ber the conception which exists|- 
Av and fluid state, (This is dong 
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between justice and the arts. The just man is a m 
who has a certain gift or power of doing something; 
the question is, What? Polemarchus takes the most 
obvious instance that occurs to him in which services 
are rendered® by justice; he says the just man isj 
most able to help his friends and hurt his enemies in : 
war. Then, seeing that the’ utility of justice must 
extend to peace, he again takes the most obvious. in- 
stance, business. This enables Socrates to compel him 
. again to narrow the conception. Business is a trans- 
action in which two or more persons are concerned ; 
what sort of transaction has Polemarchus in mind?) 
-Money transactions. Taking then transactions that - 
have to do with money{ Socrates shows that there are 
“many of them in which justice does not enable a man 
Ip his friend. Polemarchus admits that, for 
Bot it is not justice that makes a man useful: to 
cote buying a horse, but knowledge of horses ; : 
ously admitted that what enables a man 
sickness is the art of medi- 










of argument Pole us is led step by 
y the conception of justice of everything 
ical value. This happens because, using 
ich he does not understand, he is at the 
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© good. The whole setting of the scinaiien 
strange to us that it hardly makes any impression on us; 
yet we might easily throw it into a modern form. Take 
any current saying about morality, like “honesty i is the 
best policy,’ and ask any one taken at random to explain 
it, and you would probably find him as much confused as 
Polemarchué,) 

The second part of the argument (334B to 336) 
begins with the confession of Polemarchus that he does 
«not know what he meant ; but he still maintains that at 
* any rate justice is to do good to friends and harm to 
oe | Isthis really consistent with the most elemen- 
vie conception of morality? * The argument by which 

‘ Socrates shows that it is not, seems purely verbal }) in all 
% moral discussion however we have to examine words. 
a ¢ (What he does is to show that if the words ‘good: 


R 












_® account of morality, because it involves ‘the « 
that good can be the cause of evil. For wha’ 
aman or doing him ‘harm’ ?/) It is to mal 

in respect of humian excellence ; GR only, w 
“a man is to make him a worse ) 
‘else justice. is, it is a form of ides o exce 

j therefore to say it is just to make a ror 
saying heat can make us cold. 56 ft Sia imoni 

what Polemarchus thinks’ he did, it is not tru 

probably that is not what he meant.) — r 
The appeal to Simonides i pore 0 

practice in Greece at that timéiof appealing 

as sar His: on conduct and morals. iS 
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precursors of Greek philosophy; they first gave expres- 
sion to the thoughts of man about himself. It was in® 
poetry, not in prophecy as among the Hebrews, that the 
early ideas of the Greeks found expression. The result 
was that, when people wanted to find their ideas formu- 
lated, they went to the poets. In that sense Homer and 
some of the other poets were a sort of Greek Bible’. 
They had not indeed distinct and formally recognized 
authority; they remained literature and poetry’ on the 
same footing as other literature and poetry; but so far 
as anything took the place taken by the Bible in English 
thought, it was the older poets. In Plato’s time the use_ 
of the poets in mora! discussion had become somethingy, 
more than a sort of instinctive tradition; learning to 
interpret them formed a recognized branch of culture. 
In this passage Socrates says ‘Simonides spoke in 
riddles like a poet as he was*, and in the Protagoras 
he parodies the practice of interpreting the words of the 
poets as‘tiddles or allegories. This practice arose from 
the growing feeling that new ideas about life could not 
be got fr#m the poets by superficial reading ; they had 
to: be regks-into them or worked out of them. (Here 
Plato mlékes Socrates’ attitude to Simonides one of 
ironical tcourtesy, but his treatment of the poets is 
different} on different occasions.) .” 

(The inalogy between morality and the arts, which 
is employed in the argument with Polemarchus, appears 
Ty in Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle. It is im- 
7 ‘0 realize what is the exact point of comparison,) 
i . it was that led Socrates to employ this com- 

9 frequently. The arts used as illustrations are 





. X, especially 606 rE. 
> Lysis, 214, Charmides, 162 a, Thea ~94 Cc, Protag. 339 sq. 
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not, as a rule, the fine arts; they are either mechanical 


‘or professional arts, medicine, navigation, shoemaking, 
‘cookery, &c. If the art of the sculptor or painter is 


employed in illustration, it is treated in exactly the same 
way as these other arts. (The point of analogy is not 
a resemblance between the products of morality and of 
the arts, but a certain capacity or ability which must 
be common to the artist and the good man, Justice is 
a power to do something, and so far it is like any art./ 
The cook and the shoemaker are those who possess 
ability to do certain things better than other people; 
and this ability rests on knowledge of their business. 
This is the point of analogy with morality.¥ In order 
to live properly we must understand life; according to 
a saying attributed to Socrates, ‘virtue is knowledge,’ 
which really means that to understand life is to be 
master of it. (In order to be a successful artist at any- 
thing you must understand the theory of the thing ; and 
morality is represented as an art because the good man 
may be represented as a master of the art of livig, one 
who knows the circumstances in which he lives jand the 
best mode of living) One must not jump to coilclusions 
and think this means that morality, or the art of livipg, 
can be learnt like shoemaking. The Greeks, who saw 
a point of contact between morality and the arts which 
is a real one, were not generally inclined to push the 
analogy too far, and Plato wae at great pains ‘to draw 
clearly the distinction between the art of living and 
other arts!{the most obvious difference being “~~ 
art of living cannot be mastered in the same wi ace 


' applications which Greek thinkers did make of ' 


parison were that morality is nothing at all 1 
? See Meno and. wagoras. 
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makes a man practically a better liver, and that, to live 
well, you must study life with as much attention as any 
sane man would give to learning his trade. It is naturally 
supposed that, when the Greeks compared morality to 
the arts, they were thinking of the fine arts and meant 
that there was a resemblance between a moral life and 
a work of art. Many people have looked upon a good 
life as a work of art, and that is a legitimate point of 
view; but it was not the characteristic point of view 
of Plato or Aristotle, though morality is sometimes in 
their phraseology described as a beautiful thing (xaA¢év). 
(To express in modern language the analogy which they 
found between morality and the arts, one might say that 
morality means a theory or principle carried out in life, 
and that we must make life a scientific thing, following 
the example of the applied sciences, in which success is 
due to understanding, and failure to ignorance. This 
is really the characteristic Greek way of looking at lifé) 
” for the Greeks were not only an artistic but an intellectual 
people, to whom such a point of view was natural. . 
(Chrasymachus, who next enters into the argument, is 336 . to 
not to be taken as representing Plato's idea of the sophists Book I. 
generally ; for there was no one class of people called 
sophists, and they could not be typified by one individual, 
nor does ~e antagonism between Plato and them appear 
in one fo but in many. w he simplest way of describ- 
ing the s ts is to say that they were persons who in 
the fourt and fifth centuries B.C. supplied culture to 
Greece,« in other words, who made it their profession 
to diffu. and popularize ideas) To’ understand the 
position ey filled. one should consider what are the 
Boece lich diffuse culture in the nineteenth century. 
(There is 0 one agencyPmo class of persons with one 
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name) But there are, first, writers in newspapers and 
periodicals, by themselves a large and various assortment 
of people ; there are, further, writers of fiction ; there are 
preachers who diffuse moral or religious ideas; and there 
are men who, without being in all cases exactly savants 
or philosophers, popularize certain ideas about science or 
philosophy. For example, Professor Huxley, besides 
being a man of science, is a popularizer of science; and 
again, Mr. Matthew Arnold, though in the first place 
a poet, has done a very great deal to spread certain ideas 
about life and about religion. Now the Greek sophists 
are no more to be thought of as men of a single kind 
than any one man is to be taken as a type of the 
spreaders. of culture in England. The class comprised 

‘the greatest and the meanest men, men actuated by the 
most various motives. Some were truly interested in 
the spread of education, others aimed at overthrowing 
certain beliefs, others had no higher object in view than 
making a fortune. 

The eonditions of Greece were different from those 
of. England, and the particular things in which the 
sophists educated Greece were different from those 
taught in England by any andlogous agency... Nearly 
all of them taught rhetoric; that is to say, the power 
of using language as an instrument in life. _~\ modern 
analogy to this teaching of rhetoric may t found in 

. the ‘higher education’ in Engtand. What ‘he main 
' thing taught in the English Public School nd Uni- 
versities? An outside observer might say v .a good 
deal of truth that it was how to use words, t is, how 
to understand literature and to write. Ac ing the 
power to express oneself is an indispensab  +lement 
‘in education, and in Greece it was absolutel:  ecessary 


REPRESENTATIVE OPINIONS ABOUT JUSTICE 25 


in order to get on in life. The sophists therefore 
nearly all taught rhetoric. But teaching language is 
more than teaching the use of words; one learns from 
it inevitably how to think and speak about subjects 
of importance. The chief subjects of interest in Greece 
were subjects bearing on public life or politics, and the 
sophists practised their pupils in speaking on these. 
Thus incidentally, and sometimes intentionally, the 
teaching of the sophists was a moral education, an 
education in things which have to do with life. It is 
not true to say of higher education in England that 
it is ‘a mere linguistic training, for linguistic training 
means getting hold of and handling many ideas; nor 
is it true that the sophistic education in Greece was} 
merely rhetorical, for the sophists were, to a great extent, ? 
the moral educators of Greece. . 
The sophists were more or less .professional men ;' 
they made their living by teaching, and from the neces- 
sities of the case they had to address themselves to 
a certain public and to strive to get influence over 
it, just as a modern press-writer has to consider for ° 
whom he.writes, and, to a certain extent, has to adapt 
his style and matter to‘his public. This makes a great, 
perhaps a most vital distinction between a man of 
science ahd a man who discharges a function‘ like that 
of the sophists. A man of science has not, as such, 
any interest in the spreading of truth; he is one whose 
function; is to find out what is true, whether any one- 
else believes it or not. Many of the greatest men of 
science /.ave been grossly misunderstood by their con- 
tempora ies, and generally their ideas have to filter 
through others to the world at large: that filtering is 
the w of the sopmists. Any one who does this work 
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stands, as a man with a gospel to propagate stands, 
in a difficult and dangerous position; he has to com- 
promise between the truest and most effective way of 
putting things; the adjustment is difficult, and there 
are sure to be some who err in it through unscrupu- 
lousness. The sophists who appear in Plato include 
people as different from one another as a distinguished 
savant. or literary man is from the most unscrupulous 
newspaper writer. Protagoras and Gorgias are repre- 
sented as honourable men desirous of doing good, 
but still as men who, while desiring to be leaders of 
the people, really only reflect popular ideas. In other 
cases sophists appear as charlatans, whose sole object is 
to produce an effect or to make money. Plato’s attitude 
towards the sophists varies from genuine respect, always 
touched with a little irony, as towards Gorgias and Pro- 
tagoras, to scathing contempt, as towards Euthydemus, 
\Thrasymachtis + belonged to the class of sophists who 
made their rhetoric the chief subject.of their teaching.) 
We learn that his. peculiar strength lay in teaching 
how to appeal to the passions of an audience, He 
came from Chalcedon. (We have no means of know- 
‘ing whether Plato is just to hith, nor does it matter to 


‘us. Certain traits in this picture of him are common 
‘to most of Plato’s representations of sophists. * Indiffer- 


ence to truth, love of money, and caring only for vetba! 
,victory, these are characteristics common to all the 
finferior sophists in Plato,)while a disinclination to 
reason and a tendency to harangue are shared by 
nearly all. (But there are special features in Thrasy- 
machus—perhaps exaggerations by Plato of thy features 
of the real man—coarséness,unmannerliness (whi is very 


1 Phaedrus, 267 ¢; and Arist. Rhet. 1404 a. 14. 
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unusual in Plato’s dialogues), shameless audacity and. 
disregard of consequences, and cynicism:) In fact, it is” 
not primarily as a teacher of rhetoric that he is repre- 
sented here. (He appears first as a man who takes 
a cynical view of political morality, and does not really 
believe that there is such a thing as morality at ali) He 
is at the same time a man who assumes the garb of 
science, and will be nothing if not exact (dxpififs); and 
he can put his case in a way which, even in this bur- 
lesqued form, would be extremely effective with a popular 
audience inclined to be unscrupulous. (The view of which: 
he is the exponent is one which was very much in the 
air at that time, though not often put in this naked 
form.) We meet with it in the Melian dialogue-in Thu- 
cydides}, and in the argument between the déxaios and 
&dicos Adyos in the Clouds of Aristophanes. We meet 
with it also in the Gorgias, where it is both stated and 
answered in a more serious and powerful manner; for 
Callicles in that dialogue expresses what is essentially 
the same position in the most effective way in which it 
has pvgr been put. 

ftv argument with Thrasymachus falls into two main 
sections, Thé result of the first (338 C to 347 E) is gradu- 
ally to elicit from the ambiguous formula of Thrasyma- 
chus what he really means. ie his is that the real art of 


‘ 





living is to know how to ag; randize onesel? (wAcoverrew’ 
with impunity ; isuccessfal selfishness is the true end of 


life; the distinction between the so-called just and unjust 
is only a difference the point of view ; if selfishness is 


successful it is * x0t it is unjust.) The second part 
of the argum~” to end of Book I) ai showing 





that, ifwor ‘rinciple , seriously as.a-principle 
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on which. to live, it contradicts itself, because it is the 


negation $f ‘all principle. Té Cannot be made to satisfy 


any of the requirements of wisdom, goodness, or happi- 
ness (copla, dpet#; @5aipovia). In manner both parts of the 
argument bear a resemblance to that with Polemarchus) 
Certain terms are taken and assumed to bear at least 
a certain definite minimum of meaning, and it is asked 
what logically follows if they are taken in their strict 
meaning (79 axpiBet Ady). (It is essentially an argument 
from the abstract meaning of certain conceptions. It 
mist therefore “Strike tis at first as unsatisfactory and 
unconvincing’) We feel that“Fhrasymachus is thinking 
all the-time 6f certain concrete facts, as we call them, 
while the argument against him is not concerned with 
the question what the facts of life are. It merely asks 
whether, assuming the facts of life to be as Thrasymachus 
states them, they satisfy certain abstract conceptiongy, 
whether, for example, if government is universally Selfish 
it has any right to be called government. Chis feeling 
is expressed by Glaucon at. the beginning of ,Book IE. 
Thrasymachus, he says, has been logically silenced, but 
the hearers have not been convinced that there is nothing 
in what he says ;)they want Socrates not only to prove 
to them in argument that justice is better than injustice, 
but to show them justice and injustice as operative prin- 
ciples in human life. i 

1, Thrasymachus begins (338 c) by laying down the 
proposition that ‘Justice is the in‘. +-st of the stronger’ 


(perro). The first thing. to‘? ~-_» clear away the 
ambiguity of his terms.) The elrrav includes 
the conceptions of stronger < . ‘nd . the first 
question is, Gn what particu’ ~he_ mean 


stronger or better 2) Putting a ~_¥si- 
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cally. stronger, Thrasymachus says that he means the 
government or sovereign for the time being, which is 
a perfectly good meaning, for the government is always 
as a matter of fact backed by force amongst other things. 
fy his statement that justice is the interest of the stronger’ 
Thrasymachus means, then, that the government legis- 
lates in its own interest. This however is ambiguous.’ 
It is true that, as he says, the laws of democracy or 
oligarchy serve democratic or oligarchic interests, because 
a democracy is a community based on the theory that the 
democratic interest is the true and best interest of the 
state, and so with an oligarthy. (But the statement may 
mean something ‘else than this, namely that those. who 
govern legislate in their own personal interests ; and it} 
soon becomes clear that this is what Thrasymachus really ; 
means.) 

fhe first step in the examination of thes position)as it 
has now been explained (viz. that justice is the interest 
of the sovereign or government)(is to lead’ Thrasymachus 
to admit that there is an arty theory, or principle of 
government. Socrates does this by appealing to the 
fact that governments make mistakes as to their interests, 
so that what the government commands may not be its 
real interest; upon which Thrasymachus asserts} (340 C 
sqq-) that, in speaking of the sovereign or government 
for the time being, he does not mean anybody who 
happens to be in powez, but the persons who, holding 
positions of authority, have also the real capacity and 
knowledge to govern. (By government, he says, he 
only.means the govetnment so far as it does not make 
mistakes, This at once puts us on different ground, 
and enables Socrates to advance to a new and important 
point. “It puts government in the category of applied 
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principles or arts; so that we may apply to it all that 
‘can be sdid of art in general.) 

The next step in the argument is accordingly to 
develop the abstract conception of art. How does the 
notion of ‘interest’ rest’ (Evpdépov) ap apply i in the case of art? 
In what sense has an art an interest, or in what sense 
has any artist an interest gud artist? (The form in 
which the question js put implies the identification of 
the artist with the art; the artist is regarded as the art 
embodied. And there is truth in this, for the arts have 
no existence whatever except in given persons) Art 
means the living artists and what they make; just as 
science again means the living states of certain persons 
and the fruits of those states.) @n art, may be said 
to have an interest in two senses. } First, there is the 
, interest which would more accurately be called the interest 
* of its subject-matter. (The_arts.. come into. existence 
because certain. wants, flaws,--er--imperfections! in 
certai gs.) There is an art of medicine because of 
the imperfection of the human body; there would be 
no such art if the body could be kept in perfect-health 
without it.) The interest of the subject-matter of the 
art is that these imperfections should be supplemented ; 
-and in a loose way we may call this the interest of the 
art. ABut,: secondly,/what: is sing itt riterest, of the art in 
the strict sense? {An" art is a certain power to: meet 

/ certain wants or supplement ce in defects ; : its interest, 


the best way possible ; its interest.is its own perfection ar 


paduora reA€ay eivat, 341 D). Suppose an artist to be doing 
his work as well as he can; would he feel, gud cartist, 












) Expressed by the word zovnpia, which is badness in the dense of 
Qaygine flaws, the Latin vstinem. 
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a want of anything further? No; lif he is susceptible 
to any other interest, it means that he has goné outside 
his art and is something else than an artist. The art 
in itself has no want or imperfection for other arts to 
supplement, it is scif-sufficient. The perfection of art 
is its own reward.) The argument will be clearer to us 
if we speak of the artist instead of the art. We should 
allow that the doctor or painter, as doctor or painter, 
can have no other interest than to treat his patients or 
to paint as well as he can, and, so far as he has any 
other interest, he is not for the time being strictly doctor 
or painter <( Of course it is not implied that he is any 
the worse because, as a matter of fact, he has other 
interests beyond his art. 
ow, to apply this to the art of government, the 
relation of arts to their subject-matter or material is 
the relation of governor to governed ) they are masters 
of it and deal with it as they like. When we spoke of 
the governors who were really governors, and called 
them fie stronger or better, it was implied that the 
superiority which made them real governors was the same 
superiority: that any artist has over his subject-matter/ 
{This subject-matter is in their case the community over 
which they rule; government is called into existence by 
certain wants in its subject-matter, society.) Then if 
‘there really is such a thing as this art of government, 
which, it is implied, exists, and if what we have called 
by that name is not to be resolved into some other quite 
different thing,{the only sense in which you can speak of, 
~~ interest of government is that of securing the interest 
“~e governed. The only interest of the governor, as 
fnor, is to govern well; and if we say justice is’ 
erest of governors, we do not mean it is their| 
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interest as doing anything else but govern. Thrasymachus 
of course meant it was their interest in quite a different 
sense) ¥/ 

This is a perfectly abstract argument; the result of it 
is that Thrasymachus gives up the pretension to be 
scientific and logical, which he has so far made) din his 
answer (343, 344) he does not touch this argument but 
appeals to the facts.) He says ‘look at what governments 
do, @nd gives a OFynical, though no doubt to some extent 
a true, picture of some Greek governments.) They_are 
like shepherds who feed sheep, not in the interest of the 
sheep, but in their own. As a matter of fact, he proceeds 
to say, the honest and honourable man comes. off worse 
in life, he makes less and he is disliked more. The real 
interest of the stronger is injustice ; not injustice on the 
small scale of ordinary crime, but injustice on a.grand 
scale) (What is called justice and what is called:dijustice 

jare in reality the same thing, only described: from dif- 
ferent points of view.) {If the doer of.unjest things 
sis strong enough, then what he does is calied-justiae:by 
weaker men; if he is weak, then it isatalled¥tifustice 
*by stronger men and he is punished.9 

‘ We thus gradually pass to a different and. wider 
question, What is the real nature of the. diatiietion 
between justice and injustice? and (ultimately), What is 
the real aim or good of human life? For Thraggragehus 
does away with any distinction of right and. wrangs: the 
only principle he recognizes is that of selfigter 1 if 
self-interest is successful it gets called justfgs, arte wT) 

In the first part of his answer (344 D} Socrates; taki ~~~ 
up Thrasymachus’ illustration of the shepherd av-*- 

‘# sheep, appeals to the admitted fact that all. arts 
are paid are paid because it is assumed that the 
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.ot work for. his own profit. He goes on, 

_wer abstract way, to develop his conception 

/ wfe has before considered the nature of single 

is; he now takes the concrete case of _a paid artist, 
ind shows that in his case two. absolutely distinct ari 


are involved, this own specific art, and the art of wage-} 
Are ANVOIVE?. 


earning which is common to 
is the ability (ddvapis) to do 
is specific to it (ix0v). J if, 


i 


him and other artists. Art) 
a certain thing; its product 
then, we take a steersman 


who gets money by steering, and a doctor who gets 
money by curing disease, we can distinguish the specific 
product of the particular art of either of them, and the 
common product, money. CPhat{ this analysis is true, and 
that we not only can but must thus distinguish the two 
Harta) a shown by the fact that a doctor may cease 


to take fees, and none the 


less continue to heal. (The 


specific product, then, is not convertible with the common 
product of the, arts.) (Coming to the art of government, 
Socrates appeals to the fact that rulers are paid for their 
work.) They are paid either in money or position, or 
else they have their reward in avoiding the evil ‘to 
themselves and the community of the bad government 
yhich would rule if they did not. (r his shows that the 
accepted theory of government is that it is not in itself 
a paying thing; and, further, Socrates adds that the 
best governors are those who do not do the work for 
pay at all, or ever for reputation, but simply because, 
if they did not govern, somebody else would do it worse’) 


\dy/~cies. upon what he 


says, we might say that, 


a.man governs, the more he finds his reward 
~ming the function of government as well 


“aed. 
1¢ 


“suishes: the art of getting paid 


D 
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(werOeortxy4) from the other arts} which, in 

it accompanies{he is making a distinction w. 

in different language, we also might really ma 

might, for instance, say that a doctor, considered as 
person making an income, was a subject for the econ , 
mist or the statistician. To them the only questic 
about the doctor might be, What is the price of h 
work? and it might make no difference what was th 
specific nature of the art by which he got his income. 
Conversely, it might have no influence on the art whether 
the artist was making £10,000 a year or £1,000, (The 
, essential point for which Socrates is contending may be 
: illustrated by what is now a generally admitted principle 
ae to the payment of public officers) It is that they 
should be paid to such an extent as will enable them to 
devote themselves entirely to their work, and will remove, 
as far as possible, the temptation to make money out of 
their offices. Thus it is complained that the low pay 
of judges in many of the United States has a bad 
effect upon their work as judges. he facts to which~ 
Thrasymachus appeals are undoubted facts, but it is 
equally clear that the orditiary conscience of mankind 
accepts in substance Socrates’ view of the nature of 
public authority? 

2.(We come now (347 E) to the second section of the 

argument with Thrasymachus.) Having completed the 
analysis of the conception of government,{Socrates turns 
fo a more important question: Is successfu  self-aggran- 
dizement the true principle of life; does the life.~f the 
‘unjust man pay better than that of the just.r ~ 
it has come out in the course of the ar 

is what Thrasymachus actually mean. 

is the interest of the stronger.’ S 
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meaning clearer, he is led to say that what is called 
injustice is, in the true sense of the words, virtue (dper#) 
and wisdom (co¢t ). 

What do these words mean in Greek? Aper# is that 
quality in an agent in virtue of which it does its particular « 
work well; there is no other virtue than that. The 
corresponding adjective to dpery is dyaéds, good. A thing 
is good of its kind when it does its work well. Thus, 
whatever else ‘a good man’ may mean, it must mean 
a man who does his work well, a man who lives well, 
whatever meaning you may attach to that. Unfortunately 
our words ‘goodness’ and ‘ good,’ which are the natural 
equivalent for dperj} and dya@ds, no longer have this 
wide signification when they are applied to men;“and 
‘morality’ and ‘moral’ never had it. 

Sopia is a specific form of dper}; Aristotle, describing 

_ the original use of the word, says it is the virtue of 
réxvn (that is, of art in the widest sense). ( Wise’ and 
‘cunning’ are used in this sense in the Old Testament. 
If we look at human life as the subject-matter of a certain 
art, then cogds dyijp means a man who is master of the 
art of living. What Thrasymachus means, then, is that 
the so-called unjust man is the man who understands the. que 
real art of living. In applying these words, dperj and ‘Mig om 
copla, to injustice, he is, of course, putting his disbelief 
in justice in the form that would seem most paradoxical 

. to his hearers; and this is what Plato intends) If, as 
Socrates remarks, Thrasymachus.had compromised, and 
had said that injustice was advantageous though base_ 

~ 4atoy pév), it would have been easier to answer him. 

Next we must understand what hg means by injustice 


“Vic. VI. vii, 1. He proceeds immediately to give it a very different 


D2 
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“ddtxla)? The essence of injustice was traditionally 
understood to lie in\ mcovegia, fhe attempt to get more 
than anybody else of the good things of life. The unjust 
man is he who is always trying to get more of something 


_than somebody else. The dominant idea of justice in 


Greek thought was some sort of equality; that is, that 
every one should have, not actually the same amount, 
but a fair proportion, measured according to his position 
in life or by some other standard, * 

_ Thrasymachus then claims for injustice that it is the 
true wisdom of life, and, as will be undersvood from 


: 5 
; what has been said of the meaning of the words, the 


claim that it is.the true virtue or goodness is taken 








as standing or falling with this; he further cl: that 
it_is the true strength of life; and lastly, that it is 





the true rue happiness or or welfare fare (ebdarpovia) of life, His 


position is now examined under the head of these three 
claims. 

(a) On the first of these claims the substance of 
Socrates’ argument (349 A to 350 C) may be stated as 
follows. (ir we examine the principle upon which the 
man who is perfectly unjust acts, we find it consists 
in the denial that there is any principle at all.) He says, 
Let every man get what he can; because he recognizes 
no distinction of good and bad, right and wrong, and 
does not allow that there is any such thing as a limit 
beyond which he ought to get no more. (Thrasymachus 


is taken as accepting this view, and asserting that the 


man with no principle is the true artist in life (the co¢ds). 
Now let us compare such a man with a good artist or 
craftsman in other arts. In all other arts the man w’ 
is without the idea of right or wrong (in the wider.~ 

of the words), or the idea of a limit at which k 
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stop, is not the man who understands his art ; he is the: 
man who knows nothing about it.) For suppose two’: 
musicians meet over the tuning of an instrument ; if they 
are really musicians, they at once recognize a principle 
of right and wrong, which sets a limit beyond which ‘it 
would never occur to them to go; in plain English, if 
the instrument is rightly tuned, the musician, the man 
who knows, would never think of tuning it further. Or, 
if two good doctors meet in consultation, when the one 
has treated the patient rightly the other would not 
depart from the right treatment in order to outdo him. 
This idea_of_a limit, up to which you try to go 
and beyond which you do not try to go, is _that_of 
to hit off exactly. It appears, then, that in all arts the: 
mark of skill and understanding is that the man who has 
them (the cogds or émtorijwv) knows when that limit is 
reached. He does not, Plato says, go. beyond another 
person who understands his art ; or, as we should rather 
say, (he does not go beyond what he knows to be the 
principle of his art. If this then is the case with. all’: 
good craftsmen, the unjust man, the man of limitless | 
acquisition (wAcoveéia), would seem to be the type of the 
bad and ignorant craftsman. } 

Gocrates’ argument seems unconvincing, not only be- 
cause of its abstract character but for a further reason. 
It goes very much to the root of the whole question, 
and people are very seldom able to face the ultimate 
“ssues raised by any question.) There are several other © 

ssages in Plato that throw light on the argument ; 

we, (In the Politicus two kinds of ‘measure’ (yérpov) 

e distinguished—that by which things are measured 


gainst each other in respect of magnitude, and that by 
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which things are measured against each other, not in 
respect of their mere magnitude, but in respect of some 
proportion between them; and Plato goes on to say 
that all arts depend for their existence on measure in 
the latter sense ry A passage in the Gorgias expresses 
“much the same antithesis as we find here. Callicles is 
made to maintain, though more forcibly, the same 
position as Thrasymachus, and it is shown against him, 
more fully than here, that if you are quite logical in 
this position you make life strictly impossible, that the 
logically non-moral life is logically impossible and self- 
destructive ; proportion (iodms yeouerpix#) is the great 
principle that holds life and the universe together® In 
the Philebus, Socrates talks of limit (népas); this is 
essentially what is elsewhere described as measure; 
it is what makes things measurable which would be . 
incomparable and immeasurable without it; and this 
principle is declared to be that on which not only arts 
but also laws of nature depend®. In various other 
passages we have the same idea applied equally to 
morality and the life of man, to nature and its processes, 
and to art and its processes. 

(There is one total misunderstanding of this idea which 
we must avoid) The modern associations of the word 
‘limit,’ and sometimes also those of the word ‘measure,’ 
are the exact opposite of those which these words had for 
Plato. The word limit certainly suggests to us something 
that stops progress, and prevents us reaching perfection 
in anything. The Greek associations of the words, at lea 
in Plato and Aristotle, are quite different. (The idea 





* Politicus, 283 ¢ sqq. It is in this passage that we find the near 
verbal approach in Plato to Aristotle’s doctrine of the ‘mean.’ 
9 Gorgias, 527 Esq. 5° Philebus, 25 & 3qq. 
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limit is that of something on the attainment of which\| 
perfection is attained; it is not that which puts a stop! 
to progress, but that without which progress would be! 
a meaningless process ad infinitum. Both ways of using 
the word are justifiable ;ybut it is a difference in the use 
of language which tates a fundamental difference 
between our ways of looking at things.” The modern 
conception, which most answers to the Greck idea of 
measure, is that of law. In our conceptions of nature 
and morality the idea of law is becoming more and more 
dominant. This idea also admits of two different appli- 
cations. Law may be looked upon as a restraining and 
repressive force, or it may be looked upon as an unde- 
viating mode of activity; the latter is the true mean- 
ing of ‘laws of nature,’ and it is also the true meaning 
,of ‘measure’ in Plato. To Plato and Aristotle alike 
the natural way of expressing the truth that there is 
some distinction between right and wrong, or that there 
* jg such a thing as moral principle, is to_say_that (there 
is such a thing as limit or measure, without which it is , 
literally true-that human life would be impossible) The 
whole of the Aristotelian doctrine, that virtue is a mcan 
between two extremes, is an expression of the samc con- 
ception of measure, that the right, or good, or beautiful, 
always appears as something which is neither too much 
nor too little, With the Grecks the presence of such 
a’ standard is the symbol of the presence of reason in 
the world, and in morals, and in the whole of human 
life. It is not a moral conception, but a. perfectly 
universal conception applied to human life. The 
chare~“rristically Greek, way of describing morality is 
- "shat the moral jaan is the man who recognizes 
xe is a principle. That is to the Greeks the 
\ 
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point of contact between morality, art, science, and 
everything in which reason is concerned. CThus the 
issue involved in this argument with Thrasymachus 
is the most elementary issue conceivable; that is, it 
, goes very much further back than we are accustomed 
to go in our discussions of morality.) The question is 
whether there is or is not any principle in human life 
at all. We, in our discussions about what is ‘right’ or 
‘good, generally move in a much more concrete atmo- 
sphere. (The answer that Thrasymachus could at once 
have made to the argument is, of course, that by the 
man who takes all he can (the wAcovéxrys) he did not 
mean the man who takes absolutely and literally all he 
can without recognizing any principle or any limit at all. 
But to make this answer would have been to surrender 
the position he had undertaken to defend.) A 
(4) (injustice, or taking all one can, has further been 
represented as power or strength.) Under this head of 
the argument (358 A to 352 D) the issue is again between 
having some principle and having none. (Thrasymachus’ 
contention is met by showing that, if we take any 
instance of the successful exertion of force, we always 
find present some element of unity, some standard 
which the people acting together tacitly recognize; 
and that absolutely taking all one can, absolute absence 
of principle, means zxcapacity to act together, and con- 
sequently disintegration and dissolution.) In any society, 
‘in the large society of the state, in an army, or in 
a small body of men such as a band of robbers, success 
in injustice is always due to some implicit recognition 
_ of justice. (his leads Socrates to the assete - * that 
| justice is not a term describing a mere exte,1 
' of action, )but something with a power or forthe 
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3 
of its own, which wherever it exists, either in society ; 
or in the individual soul, will always make itself felt ; 
and, passing to the individual soul, he points out that - 
this principle of union is the condition of strength 
in it as in society. Here we have a transition from: 
the view of justice.as a matter of external conduct + 
to the view of it as {a living principle in the Duman : 
soul which works itself out in the conduct of life.) This. 
is the first indication of a manner of looking at the! 
subject which dominates the whole of the rest of the 
Republic. (The principle of absolute injustice means 
the impossibility of union with oneself, with other men, 
and with God; and wherever strength is found, it is in 
virtue of some admixture of justice or unity.) 

(c) There remains the contention that the unjust man 
is happier (more eiSatuwv) or ‘ lives better’ than the just 
man. In answer to this Plato (352 D to end of Book I) 
develops very simply a conception which is the funda- 
mental conception of Aristotle’s Z¢hics.) In the first Book 
of the E¢hics1, Aristotle asks the question, What is hap- 
piness (edda:povia), what is the true thing to live for? And 
‘o answer it he asks, What, if any, is the function (épyor) 
of man as man? Virtue (apery) he defines as strictly , 
correlative to function; it simply means excellence of | 
vork, excellence in the performance of function?; and _ 

understand what is said of ‘ virtue’ in Greek thought ; 

e must realize that this is its meaning. In the: 

esent passage the argument_of Socrates is as follows; —! 

verything which has a function—everything, that is to 

y, which does or produces anything—has a corre- 

onding virtue. The function of a thing is that for 

ch it is the sole agent, or the best agent. The 
* L vii. 9-15. 7 Fi vie ng. 
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virtue of a thing is that quality in it which enables 
it to perform its function; virtue is the quality of 
the agent when it is working well. For example, the 
function of the eye is to see, and that pf the ear to 
hear, and their virtu¢s are secing and hearing well. 
Now the soul of mag is a thing with a function; 
it may be said to have various functions, but they 
may be expressed in genera] terms by saying that its 
function is to live (the ‘soul’ meant to the Greeks the 
lunction 15_to live. 
ptinciple of life). (its virtue, then, will be that quality 
which enables it to live well. So, if we have been 
right in saying that not injustice but justice is the virtue 
_ jf man, it is the just man and not the unjust who will 
“live well ; and to live well is to be happy. 

Here again the argument is intensely abstract. We 
should be inclined to break in on it and Say that virtue 
means something very different in morality from what it ~- 
means in the case of sccing or hearing, and that by 

' happiness we mean a great_many other things besides 
what seems to be meant here by living well. All 
depends, in this argument, on the strictness of the term. 
upon assuming each of them to have a definite an: 
distinct meaning. The virtues of a man and of a hor: 
are very different, but what is the common element: 
them which makes us call them both virtue? Can v 
call anything virtue which does not involve the do‘ 
well of the function, never mind what, of the agent t- 
possesses the virtue? Is there any other sense in wh 
we can call a thing good or bad, except that it d 
or does not do well that which it was made to ¢ 

‘(Again, happiness in its largest sense, welfare, well-bei 

_ or doing. well, is a very complex thing, and-one ca 

_ readily describe in detail all that goes't6 make4t up; 
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does it not necessarily imply that the human. 
man’s vital activity 28 a whole, is in its best state, or 
is performing well the function it is made to perform ? 
If by virtue and by happiness we mean what it seems 
we do mean, this_consequence follows: (when men are 
agreed that a certain sort of conduct constitutes virtue, 
if they mean anything at all, they must mean that in 
that conduct man finds happiness. And if a man says 
that what he calls virtue has nothing to do with whata 
he calls happiness or well-being, then either in calling 
the one virtue he does not really mean what he says, 
or in calling the other happiness he does not really mean 
what he says. This is substantially the position that 
Plato takes up in this section.) 

The last two sections of the argument prepare the, 
way for the first half of Book II. The view of morality , 
is becoming less external, we are invited to regard it now } 
as an inherent activity of the soul. In Book II Glaucon : 
and Adeimantus demand that this idea should be taken 
up and developed. 

Before leaving Book I, we may consider two further, 
incidental points. (1) Thrasymachus is made to refer 
bitterly to the well-known ‘irony ’ (elpwreta) of Socrates * 
(337 A). In the Evhics of Aristotle’ the ‘ironical’ man - 
(clpwv) is a person. who in his conversation represents 
himself at less than his actual worth. In this general 
sense ‘irony’ is a social quality which is the extreme 
opposite of boastfulness or vanity. It becomes affecta- 
tion or false modesty when a person is always depre- 
ciating himself, and we generally think that such 
a person is in reality anything but modest, But\the 
‘irony’ of: Socrates*was not a mere grace of manner 

LIV. vii 
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-ocial behaviour ; still less was it affectation or mock 
humility. It arose in him from a genuine sense of the 
inexhaustibility of knowl e.) We may compare his 
expressions of it with the question in the Gospels, ‘Why 
callest thou me good?’ This is the deeper significance 
of the Socratic ‘irony’; compared with what is to be 
known, neither Socrates nor anybody else knows any- 
thing; he was wiser, he said, than those with whom he 
conversed only because he knew his own ignorance '. 
But the people with whom he spoke were, no doubt, 
generally more ignorant than he, and if one had been 
a stranger talking with him, this perpetual assumption 
of ignorance would have appeared a sort of humorous 
irony, in our sense of the word, designed to make 
Socrates appear to advantage? (One may compare 
the expression ‘irony of fate’; we speak of the irony 
of fate when we see a man behaving in a way which 
shows that he is quite unconscious of the real circum- 
stances.) 

(2) Thrasymachus in the Republic (337 D) requires to be 
_paid for his contribution to the discussion. It is always 
represented in Plato as one of the contrasts between 
Socrates and the sophists that the latter took pay 

‘and the former did not. We know from Xenophon 
that Socrates, like Plato, regarded this practice of 
taking pay not indeed as wrong, but as marking 
a certain inferiority in the receiver. Xenophon in 
saying how little Socrates cared about luxury or 
money, mentions that he never demanded pay for 
his teaching. ‘In this,’ he tells us, ‘he conceived 


1 Apology, at D. 
? For the irony of Socrates compare Symp, a16 E, Theael. 150.¢, Meno, 
80 a, and Xen. Mem. I. ii. 36, and IV. iv. 9. 
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he was assuring his liberty, for he felt that those 
who took pay for the advantage of their society 
made themselves the slaves of those who paid them. 

It was not money but the ‘acquisition of good friends 
that he regarded as his greatest gain', Xenophon 
tells us too that Antiphon reproached Socrates with 
not taking money, because it showed that, though he 
was an honest man, he did not know his own interests. 

Socrates answered that he regarded wisdom as beauty, 
; and _thought that, to sell wisdom . for. -money | was. to” 
1) rostitute it it; that is to say, that truth is something 
which cannot be bought or sold, and to put a money 
value on it is to degrade it. 

Che notion that there is a degradation in taking pay 
for anything seems absurd to the modern mind. The 
whole question is whether, and how far, money taken 
affects the motive and attitude of the person who takes 
it.) Some persons are not affected by it in the smallest 
degree; but there is a very real danger in the relation 
of the receiver of pay to the giver, and with the majority 
it does diminish independence and clearness of view. (it 
is often felt now, chiefly perhaps about the clergy, but 
also and with equal justice about barristers, doctors, and 
men of any profession, that every kind of work tends 
to be lowered by becoming a profession. This is exactly 
what Socrates and Plato seem to have felt about the 
sophists, and it is quite a true fecling} No doubt, by 
being professional men whose busines$ it was to com- 
municate wisdom, the sophists put themselves more 

under the public that paid them than they would 

otherwise have been, and exposed themselves more 

to the danger of confounding what was true with 
> Xen, Mem. 1. ii. 6 and 60; v. 6; vi. 13, 14. 
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what was likely to please the public. At the same 
time there is no ground for accusing the greater sophists 
of having been avaricious; Protagoras, for example, 
is said to have left it to his hearers to pay him what 
they thought fit. 


Ill. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
OF THE ‘REPUBLIC’ 


[Republic, 1. to 367 £.] 


AT the end of Book I, Plato himself gives us 

a criticism upon it. He makes Socrates confess that 

_ in one way the result of the argument is nothing, 

because we have not settled what justice is, and » 
cannot therefore determine whether it is a virtue 

and whether it makes men happy. We have been 

discussing the concomitant circumstances of the thing 

without knowing what it is in itself}. 

If we ask what the discussion has done, we may 
say that it has shown several things which justice 
cannot be; that various leading conceptions, those, 
for example, of art, wisdom, function, interest, have been 
analyzed; and further that it has been shown that 
the theory of Thrasymachus in its naked form will 
not account for the facts—that consistent and thorough- 
going selfishness will not give one a working principle 
of li. all. But Glaucon and Adeimantus feel that, 
thou Thrasymachus has been silenced, the argument 


+ Cf. Meno, 71 B. 
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of the day, who are gifted (edgveis), and able to flit 
over. the surface of public opinion and draw infer- 
ences from it’ as to the true principle of life (365 A). 
They are greatly interested if speculation, convinced 
in their hearts that justice is better than injustice, 
but unable to defend their conviction against the voice 
of public opinion in its various manifestations ;_ they 
are dissatisfied .with the modern enlightenment, but 
cannot sce where the real flaw in it lies, and how it 
should be corrected. They differ from one another in: 
character, as Professor Jowett points ut; but one: 
feeling, common to both, is at the root of all they 
say: both are puzzled by the apparent incongruity, 
between morality itself and the external circumstances 
amid which it exists, between the being of things 
and the seeming, the externals of life which all seem 
to point one way, and the principles which, they. are 
themselves. convinced, point the other way. The 
literature of all peoples shows that this has always 
been one of the first problems to strike the human 
mind. 

Glaucon begins with a classification of good things, 
based on the distinction of things good in themselves 
and things good for their ulterior results. He and 
Adcimantus are persuaded that justice is good in 
itself and for its results, but to realize the intrinsic 
good of justice they wish to have it examined abso- 
lutely apart from its results; for until you distinguish 
morality from the external or tangible results and 
accompaniments which are always found connected 
with it, you cannot be. sure what it is you are dealir- 
with. Thrasymachus’ position had resulted in « 
_movality to certain external results <f con” 


NB - OE 
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in fact done away with any real moral distirictions. 
The object to aim at was to get as much material 
prosperity as one could; success in this was called 
_ justice, and failure was called injustice; there was no 
essential morality, but only conventional. Accordingly 
Glaucon requires that the distinction between justice 
and injustice should be represented in the most naked 
way. He will have justice put on one side, and on 
the other side he will have put all the material results 
of justice that can be separated from it. Strip justice 
‘bare, he says; set against it all the good things that 
may often go with it but are not connected with it 
really, and may equally result from being thought just 
when one really is unjust; and then, convince me that 
this bare principle, with nothing to show for itself except 
itself, is better worth living for than everything that can 
be set against it. 

This is the view which both young men wish Socrates 
to maintain. They themselves, for the sake of putting 
before him something to answer, give expression to views 
opposed to it, current views, which are not their own but 
which they have a difficulty in withstanding. 

First, Glaucon represents the view which troubles him 
most. It is that morality is indeed a good thing, but 
is only good because it secures certain external results ; 
it is not the ‘natural good’ (the best thing), but a com- 
‘promise between a greater good and a greater evil; the 
greater good is to obtaig the same external rewards 
without justice, the greater evil is to suffer the retribution 
of injustice. There are three distinct points in Glaucon’s 

saresentation of this view. First (358 E to 359 B), he 
- theory of the origin of justice, explaining the 
- tice be-showing’ how it arose. Secondly 
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3 593 3 to 360 D)ghe maintains that justice is only pursued 
by men as a second-best thing, and not naturally but 
against their real desire; if we dared, he says, we should 
all be unjust. Thirdly (360 E to 362 C), he argues that 
in this the general feeling of mankind is reasonable, 
because if we look at the facts we see that all the 
advantages of life are on the side of injustice, or at any 
rate may be if the unjust man is clever. The conclusion 
is this: it is at any rate a possibility that you might 
have to choose between, on the one side, all the powers 
and all the material advantages of life, and on the other 
side the naked principle of justice. In that case, can 
you say that justice is the better of the two? And if; 
you do say so, then what do you understand by ‘good’? | 
Adeimantus gives expression to two different beliefs. 
The first (362 D to 363 E) is one which externally seems 
the direct opposite of that described by Glaucon, but 
which really tends to the same practical results, It says, 
Be just ; for justice pays best in this world and the next ; 
on the whole, the just man prospers. It says, Honesty 
is the best policy, and it says nothing more. It does 
not add, If you can be immoral with impunity, so much 
the bett@. Thus it is widely different from Glaucon’s_ 
position ; and yet, like Glaucon’s, it resolves justice into. 
the seeking of external rewards. And therefore it leads, ° 
as Adeimantus points out, to the same conclusion, 
namely that the really valuable thing is the reputation 
of justice and not justice itself. This, he says, is the 
view which is inculcated in’ érdinary education and in 
family life. The second view he expresses (363 E to 365 A) 
is this: Justice is in itself thé best thing in the world, 
but injustice is much pleasanter, and, if proper steps be 
taken, can be made to secure as satisfactory results; for, 
. E2 


358 £to . 


359 B. 
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to go to the root of the matter, the gods are not just 
themselves, but can be bought over with the fruits of 
injustice. This is the most thorough-going demolition 
of justice, for it asserts that the divine nature, its 
fountain-head, can be corrupted. 

The passage in which these various beliefs are expressed 
has a great incidental interest for us from the light that 


‘it throws on certain opinions current at that time about 


religion, political right, and law. First, as we have seen, 
Glaucon gives us a popular theory of the nature of 
justice, explaining it by its historical origin. This is the 
earliest written statement that we have of a theory 
which has ever since played a great part in the world, 
the theory that moral obligations have their origin 
(whether wholly or in part) in contract (fvv@qjxn)". This 
theory can be and has been applied in the most opposite 
interests and in defence of the most opposite positions. 
As Glaucon states it, and as we here have to deal with 
it, it is simply this: In the nature of things to do in- 
justice is best, but men have found by experience that 
they cannot do it with impunity, and the greatest evil 
is to suffer injustice without power of retaliation. Men 
have therefore compromised the matter by making laws 
and institutions which save them from the worst evil, 
but do not secure them the greatest good. 

The conception of an original contract upon which 
society is based is, emphatically, unhistorical (in some 
writers, who have used it, it is avowedly fictitious), but 


‘it has not the less been influential. It is one of the 


most striking examples of the reflexion of an idea into 


‘the past to give it apparent solidity and concreteness. 


In this respect it is like the beliefs about,a golden age 


» See Maine’s Ancient Laz. 


STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 53 


which reflect into the past an ideal which men carry 
about with them for the present. Again, it may be 
compared with beliefs in a future millennium. It is 
based upon a very important fact, that every civilized 
community, perhaps any real community, requires, in 
order that it’ may exist at all, a mutual recognition of 
tights on the part of its members, which is a tacit 
contract. It becomes unhistorical if one goes on to say 
that at a certain period in the world’s history people 
met together and said, Let us come to an understanding, 
and make a society on the basis of contract. This has 
never taken place, but the potency of the idea lies not 
tn the fictitious historical account it gives of the matter, 
but in the real present truth which it expresses. 

As has been remarked, this idea has been used in the 
most, diverse interests. It was applied by Hobbes to, 
justify absolute monarchy, and by Rousseau to prove the 
absolute authority of the will of the people. It is easy) 
to see how it lends itself to such opposite applications. 
On the one hand it may be said, Members of a civilized 
community have contracted themselves out of certain 
original rights, and the existence of the community 
depends on the maintenance of that contract ; therefore 
a strong government, or at any rate the maintenance of 
some government, is necessary, and nothing can be 
allowed to violate existing law. On the other hand it 
may equally well be said, The present government depends 
only on tacit contract, and the people who entered into 
this contract are at liberty to dissolve it whenever they 
think fit. As Glaucon here applies it, the theory is used) 
destructively and in a revolutionary interest, to show that 
justice is a matter of contract and convention ovly; and 
there is further a most important implication that all 
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\ convention, and therefore all law, is a sort of artificial 
‘violence done to human nature. 

. The antithesis of nature (gvexs) and law or convention! 
(osu0s), which thus lies at the.root of Glaucon’s argument, 
-is one which was widely current in Plato’s time®. Like 
many other antitheses, it has different meanings in 
different people’s mouths, and it generally owes its 
effectiveness to the fact of having no definite meaning 
but confusing different views. We first hear of it in the 
history of philosophy as applied to physical nature. 
Democritus distinguished the real constitution of the 
physical world from those secondary qualities which 
plainly are relative to human sensation (‘ hot’ and 
‘cold,’ ‘sweet’ and ‘bitter, and the like), saying that 
the former existed gvcer and the latter ydyo. And in 
the various uses of the antithesis we can generally trace 
a contrast between that which is radical and underived 
and that which is acquired, or between that which is 
permanent and universal and that which changes with 
circumstances. But no word is more ambiguous than 
nature; and in applying the formula to human action 
and feeling, some theorists have held that what is 
‘natural’ in man is what he has most in common with 
the rest of the animal world; some, at the opposite 
extreme, think (as Plato and Aristotle emphatically did) 
that human nature is properly that in man which most 
distinguishes him from the rest of the animal world, the 
‘differentia’ of man, not his ‘genus.’ 

In one sense everything that man does is natural to 
him, law, morality, science, as much as anything else ; 





1 The word vépos combines the senses of ‘law’ and ‘convention.’ 
2 CE Gorgias, 482 & sqq., 492 A~c, Theaet. 172 B, Laws, X. 888 E to 
8goa,. Cf. also Aristotle, Eth. Nic, I. iii. a and V. vii. 2. 
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his nature is all that he does. When this antithesis 
bétween law and nature is made, the antithesis is, so 
to say, within man. What then, it may be asked, 
remembering all the time that we are within human 
nature, is the ground upon which certain products of 
human nature are distinguished as natural, and others 
as conventional? In the antithesis as it is here used 
‘conventional’ appears to stand for that which depends 
for its existence upon certain mutual understandirigs 
which society necessarily employs. Now, to speak of 
these as convefitional is to recognize the truth that the 
- existence of society does in the last resort depend on 
a mutual understanding ; all the institutions of the state 
and of society are forms of mutual understanding, and, 
as they are emphatically creations of man, there is no 
reason why he should not dispense with them if he 
wished. If the theory of contract is understood in this} 
sense, it is not profitable to dismiss it by saying it is: 
unhistorical. That does not invalidate the fact, for it; 
is a fact, that society is based upon contract. And we 
may go on to say with equal truth that the existence of 
society implies that the individual members of it agree 
to sacrifice a part of their individuality, or to sacrifice 
a part of their rights, if we call what a man caz do 
his rights. Two people cannot live and work together 
without surrendering something which they would do if 
separate, for joint action is not the same as separate 
action. But is there any point in representing the results 
of this mutual understanding not only as conventional 
but as merely conventional, contrasting them with some- 
thing natural which has a deeper authority? What is 
this something natural? What would man be naturally, 
in this sense of the word? The only answer to the 


36 LECTURES ON PLATO’S ‘REPUBLIC’ 


question is that he would be himself sxus everything 
that he is by convention, and that means minus every- 
thing in him which the existence of society implies. 
Such a ‘natural’ man doesenot exist, but that is the way 
*in which we should have to think of him. 

It appears, then, that while we may, in a true sense, 
describe laws and institutions as ‘conventional,’ it does 
nat follow that they are therefore, in any true sense, 
contrary to ‘nature’; and that there is all the difference 
in.the world between saying that the. institutions of 
society are based on compact, and saying that therefore 
they are unnatural or merely conventional. How is it, 
then, that the antithesis between natural and conventional 
is so common and has such a strong hold on us, and what 
do we mean by ‘conventional’ when we use the word, as 


‘we commonly do, with a bad signification? When we 


ae 


say an institution or custom is merely conventional, what 
we really mean is that it has no right to exist, because 
it has ceased to have the use which it once had. A law 
which has ceased to have any justification for its 
existence is the best instance of what people have in 
mind when they employ this antithesis. And the reason 
why there are endless debates as to what is merely 
conventional and what is not, is simply that people 
have very different ideas as to when the real occasion 
for a Jaw or custom or institution has ceased to exist. 
While then Glaucon’s theory, by which justice is set 
down as a something conventional and contrary to 
nature, contains the great truth that laws and customs 
would not exist but for a mutual understanding, it 
ignores the significance of this mutual understanding., For 
not only is this understanding the work of man, it is 
‘what man in society has deliberately judged to be best. 
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How has this deliberate judgment come to be passed? 
If it were true that to commit injustice with impunity 
is the real nature of man, there would have becn no force; 
to create society. The strongest motives are those which, 
impel to action ; and it would be impossible to account 
for the existence of society at all, if injustice had a speciak 
claim to be called the natural tendency of human action. 4 
Glaucon, in the second place, goes on to contend that, g59 » to 
as a matter of fact, justice is always observed unwillingly ; 360 
that is to say, that morality, public and private, is ory 
maintained by force. Here again a very real and im- 
portant fact is made the basis of a very false theory. The 
existence of society does imply force, which is exercised 
in various ways. In every civilized community the 
established order of things is ultimately backed by 
the force of the police and the army. There dre 
a certain number of people who can only be kept from 
injuring society by force, and the law of the land can 
only exist if there is physical force in the background. 
But it is quite another thing to say that force and the: 
fear of force, in that sense of the word, is what main- 
tains morality in the community; and it would be easy 
to show that, if the morality of a community really. 
depended on force and on fear in the usual sense, it 
could not possibly continue to exist. You may, however, 
use ‘force’ in a quite general sense to include not only 
the police and army but the force of public opinion, the 
force of principles, ideas, conscience, and so on. These 
agencies are rightly called forces. They make themselves 
felt in very different ways in different individual cases; 
the force of society acts on a criminal by physical 
compulsion, and acts in quite a different way on a well- 
conducted citizen. But in these very various ways there 


360 & to 
g62.c. 
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is great force acting upon the component elements of. 
society; and that is the truth at the basis of Glaucon’s 
argument here. What is untrue is that society, in obey- 
ing its own laws, is acting against its own will. As soon 
as society begins to obey its laws unwillingly, their 
abolition is only a question of time. The most thorough- 
going despotism in the world never existed oti a basis 
of mere force. If it be said that everybody wauld break 
the laws if he dared, the answer is that if that were true, 
everybody would dare; there would be no force sufficient 
to frighten him from it. This does riot in the least 
exclude the fact that a large number of the members 
of society do obey the law from fear, and that a large 
number do not obey it at all. 

To complete his theory Glaucon, in the third place, 
undertakes to show that this inward protest of the 
members of society against the supposed compulsion 


.exercised by law is a natural and justifiable feeling, 


because the advantages of life are all on the side of 
injustice. There is no impossibility, he argues, in 
imagining all the advantages of life to be secured by 
the. mere appearance of justice without the reality; 
while the reality of justice might well exist without 
a single element “of good fortune. This supposition is 
put by Glaucon in a very violent way in order to press’ 
home the question, If there is such a possibility as this 
in life, in what does the real advantage of justice 
consist? It may be said that what he describes is not 
altogether possible; the appearances and the. reality 
of justice cannot be kept separate throughout every 
part of life; the consistently unjust man must some- 
where drop the appearance of justice, and the man who 
consistently maintains the appearance cannot always 
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escape the reality. But even if the picture is overdrawn, 
it brings out a very real difficulty, a difficulty which we 
cannot get away from so long as we measure the ad-" 
_vantage of moral goodness by anything other thani 
itself. As a matter of fact, the world is so ordered’ 
that there is no necessary correspondence between moral 
good and the material elements of prosperity ; and so 
long as people expect to see such a correspondence, 
so long as they regard material prosperity as the proper 
result of goodness, they will be perpetually liable to 
have their theory of the world upset by facts. 

In this passage and in several others, especially in the 
Gorgias, where the true philosopher is represented as 
standing in solitary antagonism to the world, we can 
distinctly see the impression which the death of Socrates 
left on Plato’s mind. We find in such passages some- 
thing approaching to the contrast between the kingdom 
of God and the kingdom of the world, with which 
Christianity has made us so familiar. It is true that 
in the New Testament the antagonism between spiritual” 
and non-spiritual powers is closely associated, though 
not identified,. with the antagonism between the poor 
and the rich, while of this latter antagonism. there is no 
trace in Greek philosophy. But the id&s of ranging all 
the powers that be, and all the external goods of life, 
on one side, and the naked principle of right on the 
other, is the same in Greek philosophy and in the New 
Testamenti~ 

We now pass to Adeimantus. The first view that he 362 p to 
represents contradicts expressly that which is represented eae 
by Glaucon, but it brings out mrore clearly the same 
point that Glaucon had made, namely that the preachers 

1 See especially Gorgias, 5al B sqq. 
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of morality have always in one way or another confused 
it with its material results, though immoral consequences 
do not always follow from this teaching. Glaucon ends 
by showing that it is quite a possible supposition that 
“the just should be miserable and the unjust happy ; 
Adeimantus’ first position may be briefly stated thus: 
justice secures happiness; therefore it should be pursued. 
This, he says, is the view of parents and of teachers 
generally. A certain prosperity, separable from goodness 
itself, is alleged to be the natural concomitant of good- 
fness, Such a view is a natural distortion of a feeling in 
‘human nature that justice should have its reward. There 
is a kind of instinctive demand in the human mind that 
there should be some reward for good living, that life 
should be reasonable, that it should approve itself to 
us as just. The idea that God blesses the just man is 
expressed in all early literature, and notably in the Old 
Testament. It has nothing in it prejudicial to high 
morality, till in later times the principle that men are 
in some way better for virtue, is interpreted to mean 
that good men have a right to material prosperity, and 
material success thus comes to be made the criterion of 
goodness. In early times the idea is merely the readiest 
way of expressing belief in the righteous government of 
the world, but as a reasoned theory of later times it pro- 
vokes the retort that good men do not always prosper. 
The ordinary facts of life are appealed to with opposite 
motives. ‘Never yet saw I the righteous forsaken, nor 
his seed begging their bread’; the wicked ‘have children 
at their desire and leave the rest of their substance for 


their babes’; each of these is an appeal to experiences . 


which do happen, and the one appeal provokes the other. 
People who seek for a justification of their moral belief 


’ 
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in observations of this kind, and are distressed if they 
cannot find it, commit the fallacy of resolving what is 
good in one sense into what is good inanother; they 
start with a wrong expectation as to the consequences 
of morality. Ifa man complains that goodness often 
does not bring prosperity, there is an obvious reply: 
If you believe that what you understand by prosperity 
is the real motive and end of life, then live for it; if 
you do not, then why expect that it should have any 
connexion with morality ? 

This general idea of morality as connected with 
reward is extended by Adeimantus into a_ ‘future Jife. 
The Eleusinian Mysteries have, he says, been agencies 
in increasing the expectation of reward in a future life 
for goodness in this life, and—for this is the point of the 
passage—this expectation of reward is made the motive 
of a good life. There is a great difference between say- 
ing that the soul is immortal and that it is better for it 
always to be good, which is the burden of the Republic, ' 
and saying that certain moral actions should be done 
for the sake of obtaining certain other desirable things. | 

The second view to which Adeimantus gives utterance 363 & to 
is the natural counterpart of the first. It is one that is 3°5“ 
in vogue in private conversation, but poets and prose- 
writers may also be found expressing it. It dwells on 
the hardship and troublesomeness of the path of justice, 
and on the readiness of the gods to prosper the wicked 
and neglect the good. What the poets sometimes say 
of the indifference of the gods to justice in this life 
is, reinforced by prophets and dealers in Mysteries, 

_ These teach expressly that sacrifices and prayers and_ 
ceremonies of initiation win the the favour of the gods, for 
this life and the nex | the next, better than justice does. The 
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complaint of the poets and the teaching of these 
prophets follow naturally from the tendency to identify 
goodness with material prosperity, or to make material 
prosperity the criterion of real success in life, There 
are abundant expressions in Greek literature of this 
belief in the injustice of Providence. 

In the references which Adeimantus makes to the 
Mysteries there are two kinds of Mysteries to be dis- 
tinguished. We are told first (363 C) that Musaeus and 
his son Eumolpus teach men to expect rewards and 
punishments of a gross sort in a future life. This must 
refer to the Eleusinian Mysteries, which were supposed 
to have been founded by Eumolpus. The complaint 
Adeimantus makes of them is simply that they en- 
couraged a belief in rewards and punishments which 
tended to weaken belief in the intrinsic worth of moral 
goodness. Further on (364 B to 365 A) he speaks no 
longer of the state-recognized Mysteries, but of private 
mystery-mongers, who were not regular priests attached 
to particular places or perhaps to particular gods, but 
men who wandered about the country, professing to be 
able by spells and invocations to exercise an influence on 
the gods and to obtain dispensations for sin. The Mys- 
teries they conducted were associated with the names 
of heroes, generally with that of Orpheus. Against them 
; Adeimantus has a further complaint; they encouraged 
| the idea that the consequences of crime could be averted 
i by some trifling payment or sacrifice *. 

Both these kinds of rites were known as pvoripia or 
tékn. The former word signifies that they involved - 


‘Cf. Eurip. Electra, 583 and Fr. 293; Theognis (Bergk), 373 sq., 
with 743 sq. and elsewhere ; and the Melian dialogue in Thucydides. 
? See Laws, X. gog a sqq. and XI. 932 Esq. 
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secrecy?, and were confined to initiated persons. The 
practice of excluding certain classes of persons from 
religious rites was originally widespread, and not con- 
» fined to what were expressly called ‘Mysteries.’ Most 
of the gods appear at some time to have had some sort 
of Mysteries connected with their worship. The word 
rékn is sometimes thought to refer to the payment that 
had to be made at the time of initiation, but it came at 
last to bear a reference to a sort of religious perfection 
or consummation*. These rites have left their stamp 
upon language in the words, bearing now a much wider 
sense, ‘mystery’ and ‘initiation.’ 

It is generally agreed now that there was no preach- 
ing or teaching connected with the Mysteries. The 
Eleusinian Mysteries were religious pageants, in which 
Demeter and Dionysus formed the principal subjects 
for representation. The two main ideas which these 
pageants expressed were that of the earth as the place 
of the dead, and that of the earth as thé womb-of-4ife. 
These were symbolized by Deméter looking for her; 
lost daughter Persephone, and by. Persephone’s return. 
Like all symbolism, this depended very much upon the 
mind of the worshipper for the interpretation put upon 
it. In Greek literature we find evidence both of very 
gross and of very exalted views of the Eleusinian Mys- 
teries. The idea which attached to them, that the future 
of the soul was to dwell for ever with God, was an 
exalted idea, but it was capable, of coufsé; of perversion ; 
@ passage in Sophocles which expresses it is said to 
have provoked Diogenes to the question whether an 
initiated thief was really to be better off in the other 


1 ptev, ‘to shut the lips.” 
* redcig@at meaning both ‘to be perfected ’ and ‘to be initiated.’ 
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world than a hero like Epaminondas’. Like the Eleu- 
sinian, the Orphic Mysteries clearly had their higher and 
their lower side, the higher interpretation of them ex- 
pressing the idea that the life of the soul was unending, 
and that it expiated in one stage of existence any crimes 
it had committed in a previous stage. 

There has been much discussion as to the effect of the 
Mysteries in inculcating the belief in one God and the 
belief in a future state. There is really no ground for 
supposing that they had anything to do with the former 
belief, but with the latter they had a good deal to do. 
They both recognized it and gave a solemn and magnifi- 
cent expression to it; and, though there is no evidence 
that there was direct teaching or preaching, there is no 
doubt that the Mysteries did contribute to intensify and 
diffuse brighter views about the future of the soul than 
had been held in the early times of Greece. It has 
often been noticed that the expectation of rewards after 
death for good done in the body is a late idea; the idea 
of future punishment appeared earlier and took more 
hold on the Greek mind. In Homer the life after death 
has very little place; it is at most a negative, bloodless 
sort of existence*. As men began to think more about 
the good and evil in life, and as their views on the 
subject became deeper, the fate of the soul for good or 
evil not only in life but after death became a subject for 


* See Plutarch, Moralia, p.21 Fr, where Soph. Fr. 719 (Dindorf) occurs. 
Other passages showing the higher view of the Mysteries (Eleusinian 
or Orphic) are Pindar, Fr, 137 (Bergk), the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, 
478 sq., and Isocrates, Paveg. 28; also in Plato himself, Crat. 400 ¢, 
Phaedo, 62 8 and 69 c, and Laws, IX. 830 p. Examples of the grosser 
view may be found in Aristophanes, Frogs, 146 to 163, and Peace, 374-5. 

? The Eleventh Book of the Odyssey, where Odysseus visits the spirits 
of the departed, is generally supposed to be later than the rest. 
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consideration ; the interest taken in the idea of a future 
life was an extension of growing thoughtfulness about 
this life. In Aeschylus, as in Pindar, we find the idea 
of punishment for sin after death, but the strong belief 
in future rewards which we find expressed in Pindar 
is peculiar to him among the older poets, All the 
comfortable ideas about death and the future life which 
grew up in a later time, seem to have received expres- 
sion in the Eleusinian, and still more in the Orphic, 
Mysteries. 

In the concluding part of his speech Adeimantus 365 to 
sums _up what is common to the views which he and 367 B 
Glaucon have put forward. They all depend upon the 
one belief that justice and injustice are to be sought 
or avoided, not for their own sake, but for the sake of 
something else. He proceeds to put in a vivid way the 
difficulty in which men like himself and Glaucon find 
themselves. They see the whole of public opinion arrayed 
upon the side of this belief; and, further, the burden of 
most that they hear is that with skill and by proper 
devices we may commit injustice, without forfeiting the 
material rewards of justice. As for the gods, either 
there are none at all, or, if there are, we only know 
of them through the. poets, and these poets all represent 
them as open to corruption. In the face of this almost 
irresistible mass of public opinion what is there to keep 
a man from injustice except weakness and want of spirit? 
He can only be saved from it in_two ways—by some 
divine grace or inspiration which gives him an instinctive 
repulsion from injustice’, or by his somehow coming to 

aero ann, 





* Plato is fond of using the phrases éeia gvois and Gcia potpa or Geta 
tuxy, to express the idea of some unaccountable influence to which it is 
due that justice does not perish out of the world entirely. Cf. 3684 and 


NPL F 
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understand its nature better than it is generally under- 
stood now. 
The cause of this difficulty is that no one has yet ade- 
quately explained what are the intrinsic good and evil 
~ which justice and injustice, whether seen or unseen, have 
in them. This is what Socrates is now called upon to 
explain, dismissing for the present all consideration of 
the results to which justice and injustice lead through the 
impression they produce on others (8d£a) !. 
This brings us to the end of the introductory part 
of the Republic; the constructive part of the work now 
begins. 


> 
: 
VI. 492 4. This is also elsewhere contrasted with émorfyy, reasoned 
conviction or knowledge. 

' 8éfa means either what seems to me or what seems to others about 
me, the impression I receive or the impression I make. Here of course 


it is the latter. 


IV. THE MAIN ELEMENTS OF SOCIETY 
AND OF HUMAN NATURE 
INDICATED 


[Republic, IL. 367 & to 376 £.} 


THE problem, which has been put before Socrates 
and reiterated again and again, is to show what is the 
effect of justice or injustice on the soul of the man that? 
has it, or, as we should rather say, on the life of the man,: 
and especially on his inner life. There seems at first’ 
sight scarcely any connexion between this question and ~ 
the answer that he proceeds to give to it. For he begins 
by passing suddenly to the subject of the genesis of 
society. To understand the import of this transition is 
to understand the “principle of the whole argument of 
the Republic. 

To explain the method of his answer Socrates tells us 967 ste 
that it will be very difficult to show the effect of justice * 
in the inner life of the individual man, and that it will 
be best not to begin by an analysis of the soul but by 
looking at human nature where it can be seen on a large } 
scale—‘in large letters,’ as he puts it—in the broad | 
outlines of the state and of society. Beginning with the | 

F3 
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outside of human nature where it is easy to read, we are 
afterwards to try and read it on the inside with these 
‘large letters’ in our mind. In other words, his method 
is to analyse facts about human nature which are ap- 
parent to everybody, and to examine the significance of 
those facts till he arrives eventually at the inmost prin- 
ciple of human nature of which they are the expression. 
The_whole Republic is really an attempt to interpret 
human nature psychologically j thé postulate upon which 
its method rests is that all the institutions of society, 
class organization, law, religion, art, and so on, are 
ultimately products of the human soul, an inner principle 
of life which works itself out in these outward shapes. 
; ' Plato’s position is sometimes described by saying he 
‘assumes that there is an analogy between the ind{vidual 
tand the state, and that the life of the individual is the 
lcounterpart of the life of the state; but this is not an 
adequate description of it. His position is that the life 
é state is the Ji composing it, as 
‘manifested in a way comparatively easy to observe. 
Later oa, when he speaks.of the justice or courage of the 
state, he means the justice or courage of the citizens 
‘as shown in their public capacity. The ‘justice of the 
state,’ then, is the justice of the individuals who compose 
it. This does not mean that justice jn a sfatg manifests 
itself in exactly the same way as fustice*i® ‘a private 
-individual, but simply that, if there “is .stich a thing as 
justice, its essential nature is the same, however and 
wherever it manifests itself, whether in a man’s private 
life or in his public relations. It is true that the virtue 
of the state is a larger thing than the virtue of individuals; 
a nation is brave when its army is brave, and the army 
is a greater and more conspicuous thing than a single 
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person; but the courage of the state as shown in its 
army is the manifestation, in the public action of certain 
men, of the same principle that makes men brave in all 
the relations of business or of private life. We must; 
bear in mind throughout Plato’s argument that thefe“ts 
no state apart from the individual men and women who 
compose it. 

We have now to notice a_second feature in Plato’s 369-a.u 
method ; the state is to be Jooked at in its origin and ®7°* 
growth. The phrase, ‘origin of society,’ suggests to ug 
at first the most elementary state of society historically 
discoverable ; but we must put that idea aside, for that 
is not what interests Plato here. “He is not concerned 
with an historical enquiry, such as how Athens came to 
be what she was, but with this question: Given the fact 
of society as it is, what are she conditions which ita 
existence implies, what is it in human nature which 


makes society exist ?\ The > question is not by what stages 
society has grown up, but how it is that it exists aca) 
We gather, though he does not tcll us, that in what 
follows he pursues not the historical order of development 
but the logical order." That is to say, he takes society 
roughly as it is and begins at what seems its lowest 
point, at that aspect of society in which it is an organiza- 
tion far thé satisfaction of certain physical wants. ‘This 
may be called the #owest psychological basis of society ; 
for if man had ‘only these wants he would be a fragme: 

‘of what he actually is. Beginning then with this, Fi 

asks, regarding man as a creature of these wants, what 
there is.in him to produce sqcjety. As he goes on “he 
brings in gradually the higher elements of human nature, 
urjtil he has made the picture of society complete in its 
™ outlines ; and at each stage he asks what, if any, 





LECTURES ON ‘PLATO'S ‘ REPUBLIC’ 


seems to be the principle of the good life of society at 


“that stage. By the end of the first section of his argu- 


ment (376 E) the main constituent elements which go to 
make up human life have been put before us. Given 


‘these, we proceed to consider the development and 


education of them. 

7” We should have a modern Parallel to this method _ if 
a_ sociologist, ‘taking E England as it, is, were to. set out 
from the idea that, since life would not go on at all if its 
necessaries were not provided, the life of England rests 
ultimately on its industrial organization, and were to 
proceed to ask whether there was any principle of good 
and bad, right and wrong, discoverable in this industrial 
organization. But Plato has embarrassed us by the form 
of his.enquiry. Instead of putting the question in an 
abstract way, he has put it in a picturesque way, asking ~ 
us to imagine a society of human beings engaged i merely 
in the most obviously useful industrial occupations. Thus 
he appears to be describing an actual historical beginning, 
and as a description of this, the picture he draws is open 
to obvious criticisms; for instance, beth builders and | 
shoemakers would be out of place in a really primitive - 
society. Of course the substance of the picture is taker, 
direct from Plato's own time. We may call it a /agigse 
picture of the origin of society in this sensé, thafasts 
illustrates what the existence and maintenance of socyate 
demands, and how those various demands can bestr as 
satisfied, taking those demands in a certain logical orand 
[First then (369 B to 372 D) Plato sketches, in mtate 
outline, the elementary conditions of society so far astye 
exists for the production of the necessaries of life. Fis; 
State is to be one whose function is to satisfy necesseny 
wants alone (dvdyxatordrn aédts), as distinguished Single - 
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the unnecessary appetites which the luxurious state 
(rpupGca rédts) aims at satisfying in addition. In this 
sketch the fundamental principles of the Republic, which | 
constantly recur later in a developed form, are clearly} 
seen. What is the general principle which produces’ 
human society? It is want_in various forms. Society, 
depends | upon a double fact: the fact hat_no_ Man is 
sufficient { for himself Self (adrdpxns), and the complementary 
fact that other men want him. While every man is 
insufficient for himself, every man has it in him to give 
to others what they have not got. This is what we may 
call the principle of reciprocity ; the limitation of the 
individual goes along with the fact that he supplements 
the limitations of others. Throughout the Republic this 
conception is adhered to. The whole growth of society! 
is one gréat organization, resting upon this principle, for! 
the satisfaction of various human wants. ws— 

This passage looks at first sight like an elementary 
treatise on political economy, but the principle which is 
here put before us“in its economic form is not to Plato 
an economic principle ; what economists call the principle| 
of the division of labour is to him a moral principle. 

‘ Nevertheless his first illustration of it is taken from 
productive labour. What, he asks, are the conditions 
under which production will be most successful? Pro- 
duction will be largest, easiest, and best if the producer 
confines himself to one special work, does his own work 
as well as he can, and shares the results with others. 
Nature has pointed out this principle; for no two men 
have been made exactly the same. The very fact of 
individuality: organizes men for: the community; each 
man wants others and can contribute something to them. 

This principle results in the gradual gr@wth of industrial 





72 LECTURES ON PLATO'S ‘ REPUBLIC’ 


society through the specialization of productive functions. 
Accerdingly we find pastoral industry, agricultural in- 
: dustry, and mechanical industries of various sorts, practised 
(By distinct classes of producers. Next we notice, arising 
from the same cause, the phenomena of retail trade and 
of currency; and along with these an export and an 
import trade, which are the application of the same 
principle to the state in its relations with other states. 
These are the main constituents of an industrial com- 
munity, or a community regarded as an organization for 
producing the necessaries of life. Where in_all this, asks 


answers, somewhere in the mutual needs of these people 
(371 £). 

But the answer thus suggested is not developed till 
we have gone a great deal further with the organization 
of sgciety. The mention of justice leads to the question, 
how*@ould a community such as we have described live, 
confined as it is to the normal and healthy satisfaction of 
elementary wants? Socrates here describes a people living 
a life of animal simplicity. Their life would be little 
better, savs.Glaucon, than that of a city of pigs. Human 
society caghot stop at this elementary point, in a con- 
dition of i@yllic innocence in which merely these bare 
wants are satisfied ; for this life of ideal simplicity devoid 
of progress (like the life of the South Sea Islanders 
imagined in Tennyson’s: Locksley Hall) excludes the 
greater part of the elements which make up human litt 
as we know it; it excludes civilization. e 

Plato therefore proceeds t6 8kéteh briefly the elements 
of civilization, in a description of the luxurious in 
(372 D to 373 E). He describes the growth of socm! 
refinement, of luxury, and the material appliances of 
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life; the growth also, as accessories to this development, 
of the fine arts, the decorative arts and poetry ; and, further, 
the complication of the conditions of health and the 
consequent growth of medicine. In this expansion of 
human nature we have seen added to the necessary 
wants of man further wants, capable of leading to his 
highest development, capable, at the same time, of 
leading to all sorts of extravagance and evil. We 
have also, as we shall find, got additional elements in 
human nature to consider. The state as first described 
exhibited the working of that_element which Plato calls 
‘appetite,’ that which seeks the_satisfaction of materia] 
wants; in the more developed state we shall sce, dis-* 
tinguished from this, what he calls the element of ‘ spirit’ 
and what he calls the ‘ philosophic’ element. These two 
‘clements in human nature afterwards appear to be the 
causes of the gtowth in civilization here pictured. Plato’s 
conception of these two elements in man is only gradwally 
put before us. -— 

The other side to the development of material 
comfort is, we are told,,the rise of war (373 £), for 
the expansion of human wants beyond bare necessity 
brings with it the desire of-aggression. Plato} however, 
passes immediately from aggression, which is the origin 
of war, to defence, which is its justification. The function 
of the military organization of the state, which he now 
at once proceeds to consider, is to protect the state against 
agGression and to assist in maintaining internal order ; for 
conquest is nowhere recognized by Plato as the true end 
for which the state should be organized’. Having now 
brgfight to our notice the necessity for armed force in the 
state, he has put before us the natural elements which go to 


Cf, Aristotle, Pol, 1333 8, 5 3q. 
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make up the life of human society as it is. He has done 
so without distinguishing the good and the bad in them. 
In the defence of the community we have clearly 
a social function of vital importance, and the principle 
of the specialization of functions will therefore apply 
still more rigidly here. If, as we have seen, nature 
has specially adapted people for particular kinds of 
work, and if it is important for the production of com- 
modities, to get the right nature for the right work, much 
more will it be important. for the purpose of guarding 
the state. This leads Socrates to take up, as the 
' foremost ost_ problem that concerns ..the .organization of 
the ; state, the question what sort of nature_will make 
what he calls a good ‘Guardian’ of the state. Clearly 
it must be a nature good for fighting, a nature possessed 
of ‘spirit’ (Gupds or rd Ovpoedés), the fighting element in 
human nature (375). This is not merely the instinct of 
aggression, but rather that which prompts to resistance ; 
‘it is described as something ‘ unconquerable,’ which makes 
aman in all things fearless and-not to be beaten. But the 
Guardians must also possess in a high degree an element 
complementary to this ; for if we imagine men entirely con- 
sisting of ‘spirit’ such men would simply tear one another 
in pieces; a sociéty composed of them could not exist. 
The complementary element, which is wanted in the 
Guardians, is an element of attragtion instead of repul- 
‘sion. This is what Plato (375.E sq.) calls the ‘ philoso- 
‘ phic element’ (rd guddcogov). There is even in the | lower 
animals sofiiething which draws them to what they 
know and are familiar with, and this is an elementary 
form of the ‘philosophic element’ in man, which is 
something in man’s nature in virtue of which he is at- 
tracted to whatever he recognizes as akin to him. It 
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may be an attraction to human beings, friends, relations 
or fellows, or it may be not to human beings but to other 
objects, either beautiful things in nature or art, or truth 
-in science or philosophy. Plato never abandons this way 
of looking at human affection and at human reason. 
Philosophy in man is that which draws him to what he- 
recognizes, as the dog instinctively feels at home with 
those whom he knows. Familiarity, to put it abstéaetly, 
is the basis of affection. The real meaning of this passage 
where the dog is discovered to be philosophic because it 
likes those it knows, comes out as we read the rest of the 
book. It_is, as is so often the case in Plato, an anticipa- 
tion of what he says more intelligibly later on. In Book 
III he speaks of the love of beauty as a sort of recogni- 
_ tion by the soul of what is akin to it in the world about 
“its the soul welcomes (aond¢erat) what is beautiful from 
a sense of kinship. In Book VI the desire of knowledge 
and truth is represented as the desire of the soul to unite 

* itself to what is akin to it in the world. Not to go further 
into these two passages, the point common to them and 
to the present passage is that the element of the soul 
which Plato ‘calls the philosophic, is described as con- 
sisting in a feeling of attraction to something other than 
oneself and yet akin to oneself. 

From the manner in which these two last elements 
in human nature arg broughe in in, Plato, oA be thought 
to be describipg some special orm of human nature 
exhibited Bn exceptional ‘persons ; but we find as we 

bou: ne is really describing what he takes to be 
oe tedman-nature, and that every man nust “have: 
ail” bg emething of_each of f the three_e “elements, “the 

) Lath appetite, the element of spirit, and the philo-. 


4 Aiea. = ent. 
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Thus we have given us the main elements of society 
without which human life as it is could not go on. It 
could not go on unless animal wants were satisfied, 
unless men could protect themselves, and unless men 
were somehow drawn to one another. The two higher 
elements in human nature are here deduced from these 
requirements of society. The process could equally 
well have been reversed, and it could have been shown 
that, human nature having these elements in it, the 
essential features of society necessarily result. 


V. EDUCATION OF RULERS IN 
EARLY LIFE 


[Republic, 11. 376 c to UE. 412 8] 


1. INTRODUCTORY. 


AFTER this slight introduction of his conception of 
the main elements of human nature which tend to bring 
about society} Plato passes rapidly to a discussion of the 
nurture and education of that nature. He has fixed 
his attention on one function of the greatest importance 
in the state, that of defence, and he has told us that those 
who are to discharge this function must be men in whose 
nature the two higher elements are strongly developed. 
His next question accordingly is, hew such a character : 
ought ‘to be trained, and he proceeds to consider the 
education which wil! fit it most fully for the highest 
functions in the state. ( Nature (dvots) and Burture ; 
(tpody}) agg the + 7 "things Which go to make up human{ 
charact-~” wher will do without the other; you 

-e the required nature, but you can by 
everything short of that; and without the 
te the best nature is as likely to turn. out ill 
“vel, 
u view of education is most forcibly 
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‘expressed in Book VII}. (ys object is there said to. be 
to turn the eye, which the soul already possesses, to the 
Tight. The principle which Plato conveys by this meta- 

_ Phor is that the whole function of education is not to put 
j i knowledge into the soul, but to y bring out the best things 
i that are latent in the soul, and to do so by directing it 
“to the right objects. How is this to be done? First, 
“by surrounding the soul with objects which embody 
ithose ideas and characteristics which: are to be developed 
fin it. The method Plato advocates depends upon the 
theory that the human soul-is essentially an imitative 
ithing, that is, that it naturally assimilates itself to its 
surroundings, His belief in the overwhelming impor- 
tance to the soul of the surroundings in which it grows 
up is most forcibly put in Book VI, where he represents 
the human soul as a living organism, and says that, just 
jas a plant when sown in the ground develops according 
‘to the soil and the atmosphere it lives in, so it is with 
‘the soul’? The soul, he considers, is indestructible, but, 
Rises ill-nurture cannot entirely destroy it, it may very 
early do $0. The problem pf education, then, is to give 
i the right surroundings. ¢ chief way.in which its 
/ surroundings affgct it is, Plato thinks, through its tendency 
to become like the things it- is accustomed to; it is, he 
says, impossible to be constantly with a . ting you admire 
without becoming like it; and sc, in the system of 
education which, he first describes *—ting is said of 





| direct teaching ;) ‘the whole system consis, soding 
\ the sotdgvith obec like rat jt is to ibe, 
Hive © in’ a healthy atmospire. The: first 


obvious instance of stance of this intMative: tendegey” 


with which the example of othet men‘’ 
1 gif B Sq. 
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hence the importance of accustoming the soul to thi 
about great men and to have a worthy conception of the 
gods it worships. But the same thing is revealed in 
another aspect when we come to consider the effect of art, 
for the soul, Plato thinks, assimilates beauty from con- 
templating it; and a third aspect of the same fact will 
be found when he deals with the education of science. 
The soul, then, adapts itself to its en ironment, and it is 
all-in:portant what the environment ist) . 

s “The next question for consideration is, What instru- 
iments of education did Plato find ready to his hands?? 
‘He found literature the main instrument. ] [Every Athe- 
nian gentlen-« was brought up on a system of what we 
should callg ral culture, studying the standard litera- 
ture of his « try! there might be added to this an 
elementary sledge of some art, and the rudiments 
ofthe sciena = ¢ numbers and figures. {Plato also found 
gymnastics common practice.} These agencies he 
adopted, an . gave them a new and deeper significance. 
\He conceiyed that in early life the main instruments for 
“bri, aging - ‘out what was best in the soul were, first, litera~, 
ture, a nning | with ‘stories for children and going on tal 
poetr econdly, music i in our sense of the word, playing! 
and s ng;. and, thirdly, the Plastic arts (as we should 
call t ) in general.| All these come under the head of 
povet ‘ee : 

Tn oks II and III Plato deals with education in 
povct In Books VJ and VII he describes a further 


and n elaborate systtm of education for Jater life. 
Cf , 391"E, and gor A to 403.¢, especially gor p. 
® See totle, Politics, 1937 8 sq. - 
, Com the word ‘ arts,’ which, in addition to its ordinary use, is 


employe: such terms as ‘ Bachelor of Arts,’ with special reference to 
literature : awe . 
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(procogeiv). The ultimate purpose of both kinds 
education is to present to the soul the good under various 
forms, for beauty is the good under a certain form, aad ° 
so also is truth. ‘The good’ in Book VI is that supreme 
source of light of which everything good, everything true, © 
and everything beautiful in the world is the reflexion, 
and if education could reach its utmost aim it would be 
in the knowledge of this. !The greatest thing a man can 

_ learn is to see according to a man’s measure the presence! 
of reason and divine intelligence in the world about him, 
So from its earliest stages education is a method of 
helping the soul to see the good, but in all kinds of 
different ways. 

The object, then, of early education should be to 
present to the soul in various imaginative forms the good | 
which it will afterwards come to know in rational ,forms.: 
Through, what forms and in what order is this to be 
done? {With what does education begin? It begins with 
religion ; that is 42.s2y> the good is presented to the 
soul first in the form of & being who is perfectly good 
and, “true; and the purpose of teaching about such a being 
is ‘that the soul may be as like God as possible.) Hence 
the importance of determining the true nature of God, 
and of putting it before the,minds of children in the 
simplest andtclearest way. | Accordingly, Plato's system. 
of education begins with stories of a mythological kind, 
treating of the divine nature, whose very essence is to be 
good and true; stotigs which, though in a poetical form, 
are about thé same object that is afterwards to be 
presented to the soul as a study for the reason. { | Beginning 
by presenting the’ gods as beings absolutely good and 
true, education, goes on to present heroic nature, and also 

3: Bee 383 c, and cf. Theaet. 176 a sq. 

NLP. G 
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.aan nature, in its highest and truest forms. It goes 
on again to present reason in the guise of beauty, whether 
beauty of harmony and rhythm, which is the work of 
music in our sense of the word, or beauty of form, which . 
is the work of the plastic arts.) The function of 
pouvaik} is to teach the soul to read the sensible world 
around it; it will attain its end if it teaches the soul 
to discern and recognize in the worlds of art, of nature, 
and of human life, the infinitely various forms of the 

ood ‘circulating everywhere about it’ (402 C). 

Throughout the discussion of education and throughout 
the Republic, Plato combjnes with the exposition of what 
he himself considers right, a great deal of criticism of 
existing institutions. The criticism is so constant that 
people are apt to miss the positive side of the discussion. 
Plato’s views are_ developed by antagonism. He finds 
Homer, Hesiod, and other writers read and looked upon 
with indiscriminate reverence by the Greeks without 
regard to what is really noble in =e and he naturally 








begins by criticizing their works. | His criticism may 
often strike us as pedantic, because the Greek poets are 
not to us what they were to ages do not look upon 
them seriously, as the Greeks did!; to Plato they are 
the food upon which the Greek mind is nurtured in youth. 
Plato himself is aware that in his treatwent of. poetry he 
seems to take away a great deal and put nothing in its 
place. As if in apology for this he tells us (379 A) that 
his business in this dialogue,is not to write poems but to 
found a state, and that accordingly he is only concerned 
to lay down general principles for poets to observe. 
It is a natural result of this that his criticism should 
to a great extent seem merely negative. 


+ See-X. 598 p sq. and 606 B. 
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The most obvious divisions into which the subject of 
early education, as Plato treats it, falls, are povsixy (376 E 
t8 403.c) and yupiacrexs (403 C to 412 8). Plato at first. 
takes this division in the popular sense, according to which 
the former is the training of the soul and the latter of the 
body; but he afterwards corrects this, explaining that 
both act upon the soul, but by different means and 
through different elements in the soul. In the section on 
povorx} he treats first of literature (376 E to 398 B), after- 
wards of music (398 B to 400 E)and the plastic arts (400 E 
to 403C). The treatment of literature resolves itself into 
that of the matter and that of the form of literature 
(376 E to 392 C and 392 C to 398 B). Here again the 
ground of the division does not answer to what we should 
understand by it. It is not what we should call literary 
form or style that Plato is interested in when he deals*! 
with what he calls Aéfis. The prominent question still is, 
What is the soul to be taught? and it is only because 
certain forms of literature are calculated to affect the 
soul in a particular way that the question of form comes 
tq be treated at all. \ 40> = 

As regards matter, the primary subject of educational 
literature is the divine nature as shown in stories of the 
gods, from which Plato passes to the semi-divine, nature 
represented in the stories of heroes and divine men. 
Parallel with this division of the subject runs a division 
according to the moral principles which this literature 
ought toinculcate, the virtues which Plato conceives should 
be made the basis of human character. We begin with 
the two fundamental virtues in which children should be 
brought up, reverence for parents and brotherly feeling. 
Then we pass (at the beginning of Book IIE) to the 


virtues no longer of the growing ‘child but of the grown: 
a 


BI6E to 
end of 
Book II. 
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man, the two recognized cardinal virtues of courage 
(avdpefa) and self-control (cwpoctyn), and a third, added 


by Plato, truth 


2. Morsixa: MYTHS AND THE BELIEFS, 
TAUGHT IN LITERATURE. 


[Plato enters upon the subject of poudixy with the 
startling assertion that education must begin with what 
is false. { He has in mind two senses in which a thing 
may be false. All literature and all words are’ in 
a sense false if they represent things otherwise than 
they actually are or have happened; in this sense 
mythology must be untrue—God can never have acted 
in the human _way in which he is represented as acting 
in myths, and [Plato tells us that the myths are all false. 
(382 D). He purposely absthined from, rationalizing the 
myths, as was customary about that timdand in the Phae- 
drus* he expressly rejects thig practice as on the whole 
an unprofitable thing. But no writer ever used myths 

_ with greater effect than Plato, for the very reason that 
he knew what he was about. In the Zimaeus he says 
that though he cannot tell us the exact truth about 
the creation of the world, he will give us an’ account of 
it in picture-language and in a myth made as like the 
truth as possible*, -When however he wished to speak 
most in earnest about the nature of the gods, he spoke 
not in the language of myth but in that of philosophy. 

{Plato considered all anthropomorphic language about 

» God or the gods as mythological.) 

[But there is another sense of the word false in which 


2 229 D. « Timaeus, 2g c 
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not all myths are false. That which is false in the 
sense of being fiction, may be fiction’ well done or ill 
done; it is well done when it embodies a true idea of 
that which it is intended to represent, and in this sense} 
it is then true. Myths which represented the divine 
nature as doing things which we know it does not do, 
would yet, if they represented as nearly as possible 
what the divine nature really is, be true in this sense. 
“A myth which represented God as. doing evil would 
be false in both senses] Plato, then, would have em- | 
pléyed myths, knowing them to be untrue in form, 
but as expressing substanttal truth of idea. 

‘Accordingly Yafter criticizing certain immoral myths, 
chiefly those in which gods are represented as undutiful 
to their parents) {Plato lays down certain outlines or 
principles of the way in which God is to be spoken 
of (rénot Beodoyias), which will determine what is a true 
myth and what isa false myth. These principles occupy 
the place of what we ‘should call a system of dogma} 
far as that place.js occupied at all in the thought of-any 
Greek writer. (The first is*that God is good arid the / 
cause of good alone ; the second is that God is true. and} 
incapable of change or deceit. .These*two canons are’ 
directed_ against certain Aqlse ideas of the popular’ 
re lgion, 

. When Plato: speaks (377 E to 386 Cc) of the goodness 
of God, the prominent idea is thatof beneficence or doing 
.good. We draw a distinction between moral goodness or 
being good, aad active goodness or doing good ; to Plato 

‘ there was no such distinction. ~He rejects therefore all; 
tales which assert that God dispenses evil tq men or 
injures them.] We may find an analogous passage to 
this inthe chapter of Ezekiel where he declaims against 
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the saying, ‘The fathers have eaten sour grapes, 
and the children’s teeth are set on edge.’ Against 
popular opinions of that kind Plato urges the simple 
logical deduction that, if God is good, he cannot be 
the cause of anything not good. {In the Zimaeus* we 
are told that God made the world because he is good 
and, being good, wills that everything should be as like 
himself as it is possible to be, by being as good as 
possible. Thus Plato is brought across the old problem 
of the origin of the world. He admits that the evil 
things in human life outnumber the good ; whence comes 
this evil? He gives one of the commonest solutions 
of the problem when he tells us we must either say of 
human misfortunes that they are not the work of God, 
or that they are not really evils, but punishments for 
which man is the better. We must not then say that 
God is the cause of men’s misery, and we must not 
call men miserable (4@Acot) because they receive punish- 
ment when they deserve it”, -This really means’ that 
‘jevil, in the sense of misfortune, is not evil if jt-is looked 
Pat in the right way.] w 
same question is touched upon in various ways in 
other dialogues®, We are told in a number of passages 
that evil‘ in some sense or other is a necessary ingre- 
v dient in human life and in this world as it is for man, in 
the physical as well as in the moral world; only in 
the divine nature is evil wholly absent Y How are 


1 29 E. 

2 Cf. Gorgias, 477 E, and the whole passage of which it forms a part. 

3 See Theaet. 116 A; Polit. 269 ¢ sq. and 273 B sq. ; Lysis, a21 A-c; 
* Crat. 403 © 8q.; Tim. 48 a and 86 8 sq.; and especially Laws, X. 9038 to 
905 D. 

« The word for evil (wornpia) covers any kind of defect or blemish, 
moral or otherwise. 
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we to regard this necessary element in our life? In the 
Laws Plato's answer comes to this :- We only call things 
evil because of our ignorance; if we saw the whole 
of things instead of a little fragment close to ourselves, 
we should see that everything works for good. The 
conception in the Republic of ‘the good’ as the cause 
of all that is, and as the highest object of knowledge 
and that which man is to try to sec in the world, 
involves the same idea. Understanding the world is 
seeing the good that is in it; to see the good in the 
world is to see the reason of things. No man can_ 
attain to this, but it is the ideal which is to guide 
man’s imperfect knowledge. Plato, then, has two \ 
leading convictions on this subject. He holds that 
the universe, so far as man has experience of it, is 
essentially imperfect, and has evil in it; there is an 
element in the world which resists the action of 
reason or the will of God’. But equally strongly he 
holds that, the more we understand things, the more 
we shall see that evil has’a reason for it and therefore 
is not really evil. “He treats these as two ultimate facts, 
and he nowhere attempts to reconcile them. It would 
be difficult to say whether Plato does or does not 
assume a principle of evil.in the world co-ordinate 
with the principle of good. On the whole the ideaj. 
of the beneficent work of divipe reason is far the morc! 
rominent in his writings. WO : 
2, The second principle laid’ down (380 D to end of 
Book II) is the éruth of God, and Plato takes this as 
meaning two things: first, that God cannot change ; and, 
secondly, that God cannot lie. (a) Of change, he tells us, 
there are two kinds: change from without produced by 


1 See Timaeus, 48 a and 53 B, and cf. 42D. 
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external agents, and change from within by the will of the 
person changing. First then, can we conceive that God 
is liable to change owing to external agencies? Plato 
— : 

answers by enunciating a characteristic idea of Greek 
philosophy, that liability to change imposed from without 
isa sign of inherent vice or weakness.) He takes the most 
varied instances, living things, the human soul, works of 
art, and applies to all the same principle, that in propor- 
tion as a thing is good of its kind_it is less liable to be 
changed by external influences. [God then, being the 
best of things, is least liable to this.\ We also should 
regard being easily affected by outside influences (in 
a certain sense) as a sign of inferiority; the stronger 
a man is, the less do changes of climate, food, and the 
like, affect him, and there is no such sign of inherent 
moral force as being able to stagd any number of 
changes without being affected. (This view contains 
the germ of the idea which lies at the root of Stoicism, 
‘that strength or virtue shows itself in the capacity 
‘to remain unchanged by any conceivable circumstances. 
As for the question whether God can change himself, 
this is answered by the conception of divine perfection. 
The only motive to voluntary self-clhange must be want, 
and that motive cannot operate with _God,.for he is 
fram the first perfect and wanting nothing 

he divine nature, then, is constant and unchanging. 
This canon is directed mainly against the polymorphism 
of Greek gods and finder it Plato forbids stories, 
analogous to ghost stories, by which children were 
frightened ; all these are in his view a degradation of 
the divine being. A good deal of polytheistic mytho- 


1 Cf. Aristotle, Eth, Nic. VI. xiv. 8, where change is connected with 
novnpia, imperfection, 
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logy of the sort that he is speaking of! survives. in 
modern Europe in the byways of popular religion 
and superstition. Throughout this passage Plato speaks 
of God without hesitation as having form and shape 
(using the words poppy and eféos) quite in accordance 
with the ordinary Janguage of his day; and he speaks 
indifferently of God and of gods. The principle he 
lays down is essentially a monotheistic principle, and 
excludes the idea of God having shape at all, since what 
has shape is of course liable to change; but when he is 
speaking of education, and of how religious ideas can be 
presented to children’s minds in an intelligible form, he 
does not scruple to use the language of the popular 
religion. In\the Phaedrus* he tells us by implication 
that though ay think of God as having a body, this 
conception of hif is due to our imperfect way of thinking, 
‘and is only our §ection about him. 

5) Next we come to the question whether God can 
lie; for in answer to what has just been said, it may 
be objected that, though the gods do not change, they 
may dclude us and make us think they do ;-they may, 
without really changing themselves, appear to us in all 
sorts of shapes. This brings us to the consideration of 
lying (We®eoOa1) in general. Under this head Plato 
includes all modes of producing false impressions, but 
in the first place he describes falsehood in a peculiar 
sense of the word, a falsehood in which no being, god 


deceive, may ‘mean to-be in a state of wéidos (falsehood) 
_—_— 
1 38rr. Cf Laws, XI. 9328 sq., where laws against ‘the pretence of 


witchcraft are advocated. 
? 246. 
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oneself, or to be the victim of an illusion. This is what 
Plato calls the ‘lie in the soul,’ which is Wat we might 
call self-delusion; and this, he tell: us, gods and men 
equally hate.| (it seems at first a very strong way of 
speaking of ignorance] We can best understand it by 
comparing a passage about ignorance in the Sophist}, 
where he says there are two forms of mental evil: vice, 
which he compares to bodily disease, and ignorance, which 
he compares to bodily deformity (atsxos). Ignorance, he 
says, means that the soul, having an impulse towards the 
truth, thinks ‘beside the mark,’ like a man who cannot 
guide the motions of his limbs as he wishes; and this 
deformity he also describes as ‘want of proportion’ 
(duerpia). So in Book VI of the Repudlic he describes 
the opposite of,this deformity as ‘ proportion’ (éuperpia). 
of the soul *. { He thinks of the soul as being either 
proportioned or disproportioned so as to be well or ill 
adapted to take hold of truth, just as a hand may be 
well or ill adapted for taking hold of things. We mean 
by ignorance simply want of information, and this of 
course is a part of what Plato means by ignorance; but 
the radical sense of it with him is something far more 
important than this; it_is being out of harmony with 
tHe facts of the word and we may compare Plato’s 
language about it with the way in which Carlyle con- 
stantly speaks of incapacity to recognize the ‘fact, or 
with the phrase in the second Epistle to the Thessalonians, 
‘God shall send them strong delusion, that they should 
believe a lie.’ By truth as a quality attributed to human 
character, Plato means being, so to say, in a true state, 
-a State which answers to the facts or to the order of the 
world; ignorance, in its deeper sense as the opposite of 


' 228 c sq. * 486 vb. 
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this, is, he tell us, a thing that everybody abhors} for 
if it were put to any one, ‘ Do you wish to believe lies?’ 
he would refuse with horror; it is a form of madness, 
madness being an extreme and permanent form of 


believing lies. 

fn sense of ‘lying’ is only mentioned here to be set 
aside; God cannot be conceived of as creating illusion 
in us because he is the victim of illusion himself. Can 
he then be conceived of as deluding us by telling a lie or 
by presenting to us deceiving circumstances? } We must 
first ask what circumstances there are under which 
lying is not detestable. There are cases in which it has 
a remedia’ use, like a medicine, as in dealing with mad 
people; and there is the analogous case of war, in 
which it is assumed that lying is justifiable. Like every 
remedy it is in itself an evil, but in such cases it is the 
lesser of two evils. It is sometimes justifiable also on 
the ground of ignorance. When we do not know all the 
truth, we may represent it as nearly as we can, knowing 
that our representation is partly false. _ But none of these 
motives can apply to God ; for he has no enemies to fear, 
and no emergencie$ like that of dealing with a madman 
to meet ; and he is omniscient. | The conclusion is there- 
fore that God is perfectly simple and true both in detd 
and in word; he neither changes nor deceives.) (The 
spoken lie is here said to be a sort of imitation of the 
affection of the soul ; it is ‘an image of later birth.’ The > 
phrase may seem to suggest that the man who tells 
the lie has the ‘lie in the soul’ first and is himself 
deluded, but it merely means that the spoken lie is the 
expression of a previously conceived false thought, not 
that the liar is ignorant of its falsehood.) 

The passage sometimes gives people an uncomfortable 
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feeling that Plato considers deliberate lying not so bad 
as being ignorant, but the question of moral guilt is not 
raised at all in the comparison between them. Plato 
simply says that a state of delusion is a state everybody 
would naturally hate to be in; he implies that most 
peogle, if they had the choice, would rather tell a lie 
than be under some complete delusion about some.very 
important truth; and he is probably right; bow the 
two compare in moral worth is a further question, ‘on 
which he says nothing’. -In what he does say as to 
the morality of deceiving others, he makes it a question 
of motive and of the object to be obtained. If the good 
to be obtained by a falsehood is greater than the harm 
done, and is not to be obtained in any other way, then 
the lie does not matter. In accordance with this principie 
Plato, later on, justifies the maintenance among the 
people of a belief known by the rulers to be false, which ~ 
he says will conduce to patriotism among those who are 
not enlightened enough to appreciate the real reason for 
it?, Such passages show us that in one direction at any 
rate, where we should see a very great danger in the 
mere fact of saying what was untrut, Plato did not sce 
it, Nevertheless, whenever he thinks lying justifiable it 
is as a compromise, a concession to hutnan weakness. 
It implies the presence of an evil which you are too 
weak to deal with in any other way. The point in 
which people really differ about this is as to where 
the necessity for saying what is not true begins. The 


1 [The conception of the ‘lie in the soul’ is not returned’to, but later 
on Plato closely associates immorality and low aims in life with illusion 
{see especially 1X. 585 E sq.), and it is a fair interpretation of him to say 
that to have the ‘lie in the soul’ in the fullest degree would be to be 
completely immoral.—Ep.} 

2 See 414 B Sq. 
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man is the less he finds the necessity for 

the possibility of telling the truth under diffi- 

tcumstances is one of the greatest tests of strong 
acter, 

There can be no doubt that telling the truth was 
noc a national virtue of the Greeks, and though in the 
passage which shortly follows! what Plato says about 
it is Strict and emphatic, we see here that he is more 
concerned about the being in a state of truth than about 

. the telling of the truths,» A connecting link between 
the idea of truth as being in a true state and that of 
truthfulness in our sense, may be found in a quality to 
which Aristotle gives the name_of_truth®.: _ This is not 
truth-telling in n general but being true to yourself in what 
you say, being what you profess to be and professing to 
be what you are. Truth in this sense seems to have 

_struck the Greeks as more important than what we call 
truthfulness. The sense of its importance goes along 
with the hatred of versatility and of want of personality 
which comes out so strongly in the Republict. We know 
that some at any rate of the Greek peoples were very 
much inclined to a, sort of aimless versatility ; and no 
doubt it was this fact that led Plato to insist upon this 
matter so strongly. This too leads him to make it one 
of the first principles to be observed about the divine 

7 389 B to D. : 

? (Cf. VI. 485 c, where the philosophic nature is said to be truthful in 
every way, and a curious motive for truthfulness is given ; the philosopher 
is passionately desirous himself to attain the trath, and lying, it appears, 
will be odiows to him, by a sort of association of ideas, because they 
remind him of false belief which he wishes himself to be free from.—Ed.] 

* In the list of virtues, ih Nec, 11. vii. 12. When he discusses this 
quality later, ibid. IV. 7, he says it has no name, but the man who 


possesses it év Adyq xal bv Bip dAnbever, TE tiv Efey rood ros evar. 
* See especially 394 E sqq. 
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nature, that it is ‘ simple and least of all thing, 
of departing from its own form!’ (380). y 7 “ 
y At the beginning of Book III we sacs Woe th: 
sideration of God himself, or the gods themselve_ 
that of the divine nature as it appears fused with human 
nature; for most of the myths criticized and appeaicd 
to are not about the gods, but about semi-divine beings 
(8aiyoves) and heroes, and the rest are myths in which 


. (as in the story of Zeus and Sarpedon) gods are affected 


by human emotions with regard to men; we are thus 
moving in the borderland between gods and men. Inci- 
dentally this gives Plato the opportunity both to expound 
positively what he conceives to be the highest moral 
nature, and also to criticize negatively the current con- 
ceptions about it, suggesting what poets oyght to say 
by examples of what they ought not to say. } (This is 
a double process going on all through the Repudlic, anc. 
often the polemigal side seems uppermost.) At the same 
time we pass from the foundation of education, which is 
to be laid in the feeling of reverence to gods and to 
parents and in brotherly feeling, to the specific virtues 
of courage, truthfulness, and self-control. These virtues 
are to be inculcated by setting before the soul heroic 
types of them, just as in the preceding passage the more 
ultimate principles of morality, goodness and unchange~ 
ableness, were presented to the soul in stories about the 
divine nature.) Further, whereas in the last part of 
Book II Plato is speaking mainly of the education of 
children in the beginning of Book III it is clearly young 
men and not children that he has chiefly in mind. | It is 
necessary to look at this part of the Republic from all 


? For further treatment of Plato’s-attitude towards truth, see Section 
VI, page 135. 
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these points of view in order to see the full scope of it. 
It is partly concerned with a system of education, partly 
with the exposition of moral principles, partly with 
criticism. we - 
{Courage is treated of first 1(386 a to 3898). There 
are different accounts of the virtues in different parts of 
the Republic, and if we want to form a true estimate 
of Plato’s ideas about any virtue we must put all the 
passages about it together. So we shall have to return 
to courage later’. Jere, as in other cases, we start with 
the popular Greek conception of courage as meaning 
fearlessness of death; }to the Greek mind (as Aristotle 
tells us) death is the typically terrible thing (derév), 
and the bravest man is he who is not afraid to die. 
Afterwards the conception of courage, while still of 
course including this, is widened so as to include all 
~holding out against anything terrible, anything from 
which human nature is wont to shrink: | The primary 
sense of courage leads Plato here to make some remarks 
about the nature of death and the life of the soul after 
death. He says that a good man at any rate has no 
cause to think death terrible. It follows that he will 
not think it terrible for his friends who are good, and, 
both for this reason and because of all men the good 
man is most independent, he will bear the loss of friends 
better than other men. As for the terrible pictures 
that are drawn of the world below, though they are 
poetically effective and stimulate the imagination and 
the emotions, they are not true and they do no good. 
It is to be noticed how Plato always associates the truth 
of a belief with its expediency; he did not think they 


1 CE IV. 429 a to 430 ¢, 441 E to 44ac; VI. 486.0 Sq. 503 B tok; 
and with the last compare VII. 535 8. 
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were one and the same thing, but they were connected 
in his mind?. . 
We pass almost imperceptibly from courage, which has 
beén expanded to include not only fearlessness of death 
for oneself but fearlessness of death for one’s friends, to 
endurance (xaprepia), the passive side of courage jJand{here 
Plato has occasion to criticize the extravagant €xpressions 
of grief that appear in Homer, condemning them the more 
severely since they are put into the mouths of men and 
even of heroes. Is the picture of a hero rolling on the 
ground with grief really a worthy example? From 
endurance in the sense of control of grief we pass to con- 
trol of excessive feeling in general. Endurance is thus 
the ting-point of courage and of temperance or self- 
control(twppocvrn). ~It is very characteristic of Plato to 
be perpetually showing, as he does in this passage, points 
of connexion between things apparently very different;_, 
his conceptions are never at rest in his hands, but are 
continually passing into one another. Throughout the 
treatment of these virtues we find the characteristic Greek 
idea that excess, whether in grief, or in laughter, or in 
appetite, or in any passion or emotion, is intrinsically bad. 
We have to remember that dignity was not a strong 
point of Greek character. The Greeks, or some sections 
of the Greek race, were very liable to violent emotions; and 
hence it was that the Greek moral philosophers insisted 
on control of emotion as they did. The Greeks hada sort 
of natural want of self-respect“and a tendency to forget 
themselves, which particularly struck the Romans as 
unworthy.\_-Tf we do not bear this in mind, the treatment 
of grief in this passage will appear hard and stoical, and 
the mention of laughter absurd-@The basis of Plato’s 


1 3013 5. 
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view is not that it is bad to feel, but that excess of emotion 
reacts upon the character and weakens it.w 

‘Between the passages on courage and on self-control 
comes a short passage on truthfulness (389 BtoD). This 
1s ‘here considered as a part of obedience, and_in re- 
ference to recognition of authority in gencral,} It is 
assumed that lying is hateful in itself unless justified by’ 
circumstances, and the circumstances which justify lying 
can only, Plato says, apply to persons in authority. A 
doctor may deceive his patient for his patient's benefit, 
and the rulers may deceive for the public good. To all 
others truthfulness is a principle without exception. For 
the citizen to tell a lie to those in authority is like a man’s 
telling a lie to his doctor. 

his leads up to self-control or temperance (swppooten)*, 

the essence of which is obedience to authority, whether 
to a ruler, or to the higher self within oneself (389 D to 
392 A). Plato treats of self-control, first as obedience 
to persons in authority, secondly as the control of the 
appetites and especially as to the restraint of lust and of 
avarice, which latter is constantly associated with bodily 
appetites in the Republic {thirdly as the control of wanton- 

1 Cf. X. 604 a sq., especially 604 c. 

7 (Cf. IV. 430 © to 432 A and 442 ¢c, ‘Temperance’ is the word 
generally used in translations. ‘Self-control’ covers the ground better, 
but its defect as a translation is that it suggests effort and constraint, 
whereas a man is not odppow in Plato’s or in Aristotle’s sense, unless his 
mastery of his passions and impulses is so easy and assured that there is 
no sense of constraint about it, Aristotle expressly contrasts cappostvn 
with éyxpirea, the forcible restraint of oneself; and in Rep. IV. 430 & 
to 432 A the same distinction is implied (coxppocivy being the ‘ harmony’ 
and ‘agreement’ of the different clements in the soul). In addition to the 
senses of gappoovvy mentioned above, one of its commonest senses in 
Greek is that of sanity. dé par was also used, almost as a party name, 
to describe the upholders of aristocracy or of a very much limited de- 
mocracy.—Ep.] 
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ness, insolence, or pride’ (®Bpis), which is illustrated by 
the stories of Achilles.” The meaning of cwppootyn is 
best understood by its opposite, #8pis, which is the general 
spirit of setting oneself up against what is higher than 
oneself, whether by insubordination to constituted autho- 
rity and divine law, or by the rebellion of the appetites 
against the law of reason. Thus this quality in some 
degree includes what we call humility. It is often said 
that the virtue of humility is not recognized in the Greek 
moral code, but the man who was odppwr in regard to 
the gods would be the humble man, and the iSpucrixds is 
the ‘proud man’ in the language of the Bible. Thé mis- 
representations of the divine and heroic nature which 
are incidentally criticized throughout this passage are 
peculiarly Greek, and could easily be compared and con- 
trasted with the misrepresentations of the divine nature 
which are criticized by the Hebrew prophets. The_ 
human weaknesses which the Jews attributed to their God 
are very different from those that appear here. The 
most notable are jealousy and anger, resulting in unjust 
revenge and the like; as the essence of the divine nature 
in the Old Testament is righteousness or justice, so the 
human weakness attributed to God is injustice. 

Now that we have laid down certain principles as to. 
the true nature of gods, demi-gods, and the world after 
death, it would remain, Plato says (392 A to C), to lay 
down principles as to human nature and how it should 
be represented in literature if it is not to be falsified. As 
in regard to the divine nature there are principles by the 
violation of which tales about the gods are made false 
in the most serious sense, so, as to human nature and 
human life, there are certain true principles which popular 
literature and popular ideas commonly violate.: We are 
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constantly told that the unjust are happy and the just 
miserable, and this goes to the root of our beliefs about 
human life. Is it true? This question cannot be an- 
swered yet, he tells us; because it is really the question 
which the Republic as a whole is designed to answer. 
If we eventually find that this is not the true view of 
human life, that justice is not really loss and injustice 
not really gain, then, looking back at this question, we 
shall be able to say that these popular representations 
of human life are misrepresentations, At present we 
can only say it by anticipation. SY i 


R eae or 


3. Morsixu: THE ART OF LITERATURE. 


[Plato has so far considered the matter of literature} or a92¢ to 
the question what things are to be said. {tT he “next 39° 
question he asks is, how these things are to be said (A¢és), 
or, What is to be the form of literature? |In the transition 
to this question we really pass to the consideration of Art, 
for the principles which Plato lays down about literature 
are carried on in his treatment of the whole of the rest of 
uovgixt}. [ie is a fair interpretation of his procedure to say 
that, regarding education as a gradual nourishment of the 
soul in its various stages, he passes here to a stage in: 
which the artistic sense is distinctly developed, and there- 
fore has to be educated rightlv or wrongly. As long as 
education is confinedYeitherxro teaching Young children 
or to inculcating definite and simple maral qualities, the 
artistic sense is not called into play, and it scarcely matters 
in what form you represent truth. But at a certain stage 
this question does become important, because the soul 
that is being educated becomes susceptible to artistic 
form proper. } From this point onwards the discussion 

H2 
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of povorxy has to do with this stage in the soul’s growth; 
throughout the question of form, whether in literature 
or music or the plastic. arts, is the principal one con- 
sidered, and the susceptibility to form is being taken 
account of as the chief thing requiring nurture for the 
present. 

We begin with the treatment of form in literature. 
First, the idea of imitation (u(ynots) is explained in its 
application to literature (392C to 394). Then the 
educational requirements of a literature, which should 
really develop the sort of character which is worth 
developing, are explained (394 C to 3963). Next, the 
good and bad in literature are distinguished in the light 

of the results thus attained (396 B to 397 C). Lastly, 
‘a judgment is passed on poetry (397 C to 398 B). It is 
above all necessary to realize first what is the question 
that Plato has in his mind. The first impression 
made is that he is discussing a purely literary or aesthetic 
question, and we naturally suppose that he will try to 
make out what form of poetry—epic, lyric, dramatic, &c.-— 
is best for education. But he does not do this at all; 
* the answer to the question, What is good poetry? is given 
{in terms of cthical not of literary criticism. The question 
of form in literature becomes the question, Are the men 
whom we are training tob be imitative (utynrexoé), and, if so, 
imitatiye of what ? ; 
Cirst, then, we must consider er conception of _ 
/ imitation, The word piunots is used: he Republic in in 
wo ways, in a general and in a specifie sense. In its 
more general sense we have already seen it applied to 
literature ; poets were blamed for making had copies 
of the goast and the use of myths was said to be that 


* 377 EB and 388 c. 
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they should give representations of,gods and heroes which 
were as far as possible like them.] In this more general 
sense of thé word ‘imitation, how does poetry imitate ?\ 
One must dismiss from one’s mind here the question 
whether a poet or artist imitates nature, or whether he 
originates or creates. When Plato talks of the poet as. 
imitating, in this general sense of the word, he is merely! 
thinking of the fact that the poet represents things, that 
words are to the poet, what colour is to the painter, 
a medium through which he represents certain objects or 
events. ]*Fhe use of the word ‘imitation’ in this wide sense 
was familiar to the Greeks, and its import was to put the 
unction of the poet alongside that of other artists. 
‘Repre sentation’ is the best word for wiunocs in this sense, | 
{It is important here again to remember that Plato: 
_-segards te human soul a as essentially. an imitative thing, i 


lik 2 to i its “surroundings. When we read books or see 
my 
plays or hear stories, if we are interested we do toacertain 
extent make ourselves like the characters in whom we 
are interested.- -Accordingly, when Plato is talking of 
imitation we must think of the audience quite as much 
as of the dramatic poct or actor; the spectator_enters 
into the. situation an and, so | far as he does so, is an imitator | 


(vaintis). If this* not so in Plato’s view, literature” 





» would not have- iormous importance in his eyes. 
Men are natw tive (wynrixof), and litgrature is 
ene of the t” all out this tendency. Now all 

a- me the real thing; by simu- 


3 something of the reality ; one; 
‘nterested in, and one gradually | 
mitates. With this conception’ 
: in his mind, Plato now asks 
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what is the best literature for drawing out what is best in 
human nature ; and that is the ees question before 
him throughout this discussion. 
[The discussion, however, is fees raised with regard to 
the value of literature which is imitative in a_specific 
sense; for while all literature is imitative, one kind of 
literature differs from another in_manner and degree 
of imitation, that is to say, in the extent to which it 
brings before us. the actual circumstances described, or, 
as we should now ‘say, in the degree to which it is 
realistic. Here accordingly ‘imitation’ is used not in.the 
generic sense, but in an emphatic sense to describe that 
a which imitates most, or is is most realist Ce 
he poet, Plato says, either employs narrative, that is, 
Semply7tells - the. story, or he “employs. in imitation, or he 
does both. By imitation he here means impersonation 
: the poet puts himself as much as he can into the actual 
position ¢ the person. ‘described, {T he drama is the form 
ee literatugt i in which this is done thr oughout ; epic poetry 


employs “both kinds of writing; certain sorts “of choric 
— 








i and lyric poetry employ only narrative, 
7 We must not suppose that, becaii8e this distinction 
answers to a distinction of literary form, Plato rests what 
he has got to say on grounds of Hterary form. Paving 
distinguished these three_kinds ¢ >~rature, he af onc2 
tells us that the question is not (< oat, at any rate?) 
whether we are to have the dram ether the men 
who are eventually to be guar¢é fo. 
be_ imitators. Now if the que 
confined to mere forms of literati 
he was going to consider wheth 





‘ Notice the phrase used in this connex’ 
the argument, like a wind, bears us’ (394 
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or not; but what he actually discusses is not so much 
whether they are to be imitative as of what they are to | 
be imitative ; what characters they are to impersonate— 
with what characters, that is, they are, so far as imagina- | 
tion.enables them, to identify themselves!. So the_real 
question in_ his_m mind_is nat, as he first makes it appear, 
rm of literature is dramatic tic or epic 
or_lyric that is quite a subordinate matter, and in the 
conclusion of the argument here nothing is decided about 
_itf[but what sort of human nature-is worth imitgting in 
literatur “And that means (for we are here using 
imitatio#’ in the narrower sense), What sort of human * 
“nature ought to be most realistically represented, or 
embodied in that particular way which most stimulates 
imagination? Ought the poet, he asks, to represent as; 
realistically as he can, with all the force of his genius, 
anything and everything that can _be made impressive; 








and exciting, or ought the poet, regarded as the servant! 
of he state, t to make“@ selection and throw all his force 
into representin realistically what is great and good: in 
human nature 2 Po Pi Plato there can be only one answer. 
Only tha that | in hyman nature which is worth making part, 
’ -_ of one’s own. character is worth artistic imitation of this, 
intense. < or realistic. kind. If the type of the greatest man 
was the man who could put himself indiscriminately into 
the greatest number of situations or characters, then the 
greatest poet would also be such aman. ‘But human 
nature, Plato ‘tells us, is so cut up into little bits thats 
one man ean neither imitate nor practise well more than 
one sort of life. Since, then, what a man imitates settles 
into a sort of second nature with him, he must discrimi- 
nate in what he see a The good writer will only 


i 4 2 Thiss clear in 395 ¢ sq. 
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lose his own personality in some other worthy of himself; 
and what applies to the writer applies also to the spectator 
or the reader. 

This being the real question at issue, Plato gives no- 
explicit answer to the question of the best form of litera- 
tyre. He has left it an entirely open question how the 
great poet is to fulfil the demands here made of him; he 
has, he says, only to lay down outlines for the guidance 
of the poet. -He demands of poets first that they shall 
be, in a sensei serv: vants, of the community ; for otherwise 
place for them in the community. see then 








life i in. a avin way, ina away th th: timulates iiastastoa: : 
exercise 2 this faculty pon those “things which are t really 
worth imitating. He believes that men are extremely 
susceptible tothe influence of literature, and that its 
power to affect character is. very great. Accordingly, he 
says, not that good i fiterature_ ¢ is that whi which moralizes (in 
our "depreciatory sense of the word), but but th ‘that | it_is th. that 

which_r represents. human “nature in such a _Way as as to 
“stimulate what is best in man. There are “two. sorts’ of 

poets, she says. The bad poet, though he thay bea man 


of Sreat genius, will ‘throw h himself into any and every. 
character, and will thereby b become extremely popular, ; 
especially with ith children _and |_slaves.\[ The post © with 
a proper sense of what is suitable \(uérp: os .aviip, 396 C), 
when he has to treat of the actions or specches of ‘good 
men’ (a phrase which meant.something more with the 
Greeks than it does with us)\ will throw himself as much 
as possible into them and will représent them dramaticall y3 
when be meets withthe Weaknesses, imperfections, and 
failures of a great character he will give them Jess space) 
and upon quite unworthy characters and objects—on 








EDUCATION OF RULERS IN EARLY fi#£ 105 


madpess or. diseasg, for example, or on any condition in 
which man falls conspicuously below himself-—he will _ 
spend himself least of all, ‘unless it be in a humorous” 
way’ (this qualification leaves a considerable door of 
escape open, and gives a place for comedy). As to what 
form of literature would best answer these requirements 
no clue is given us; that is left to the poet. 

Plato is writing with direct reference to cerfain con- 
temporary facts and to contemporary poets, though we 
have not the key to his allusions. Probably all the 
instances that he takes of the abuse of imitative literature 
were innovations that had come in during his time. He 
describes certain new tendencies in tragedy (395 D sq.); 
probably scores of dramatists were altering the character 
of tragedy in the same direction as Euripides, but with 
much less power’. As to comedy (396 A sq.), he refers to 
horseplay on the stage, and to certain, then novel, ways of 
producing broad effects, which struck him, let us say, asa 
coach and horses on the stage might strike a modern critic. 
The passage about imitating the neighing of horses, the 
bellowing of bulls, and so on probably refers to some form 
of dithyrambic poetry, perhaps perallel to the modern 
pantomime*. From these passages, and from Book X, : 
and from many similar passages in the Laws, it is clear 
that Plato felt strongly that Greek Jiterature and music 
were € declining ; ; Jiterature,.he thought, was becoming a 
mere re provider of stimulants to a rather morbid imagina- 
tion. The Kind of aimless variation and want of principle 
which he describes j in contemporary art, is the counter- 


* [Nettleship here apparently referred to Arist. Poetics, 1460 B, 34 Sq. 
“where Sophocles is reported to have said that he represented men as they 
should be and that Euripides represented them as they actually were.] 

? Cf, Laws, Il. 669 ¢ sq., and Aristophanes, Plutus, ago. 
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part of what, in regard to the more serious matters of 
life, he describes in the character of the democratic man), 
(_ Plato's principle is a more serious principle than most 
} people care to apply to literature, and his attitude strikes 
us as austere and despotic, not only because of the limita- 
tions of his view, but still more because he takes the 
matter more gravely than we do. | If we would really 
put ourselves in an analogous position to Plato’s, we must 
not think only of: drama or of romance, but of religious 
literature, the Bible and all that takes its start from 
the Bible. We shall then recognize the sort of problem 
which Plato has before him in this discussion of litera- - 
ture. [Ana if we do take literature ina serious sense, and 
{ see in it the greatest educational power in society, the 
i question how it should be employed becomes one which 
}must be put, in considering how society could be _ 
} made fundamentally better. But to understand not 
merely the serious spirit in which Plato regards litera- 
ture but his earnestness about the particular points to 
which he directs attention, we must further remember 
the inherent tendency of many Greek peoples to 
be ‘imitative men, always posing instead of being 


the! aaa ‘ ne 
If we take the bare principle which Plato lays down, 
there is nothing in it hostile to any great literature or 
art (though any high and exacting standard may be said 
to be hostile to literature and art at their ordinary. level), 
nor is there any reason why Plato’s requirements should. 
limit the genius of the great poet] In what particular — 
way literature may be made to cenform to the principle 
is another question, and one so difficult that, with the — 
exception of certain religious bodies, no state or society 


1 VIIL 561 cto EL 
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has tried to find a practical answer to it. But the great 
poets of the world have on the whole, except in comedy, 
dealt with what is great in human nature. They have 
of course differed in their conceptions of what is the 
great and the really beautiful in human nature; and 
there never can be one definite and final answer to the 
question in what way this principle can be best applied. 
In one respect most thoughtful people now would dis- 
agree with the spirit in which Plato seems to apply his 
own principle; and in one respect the modern mind, in 
its highest view of art, differs widely from the Greek 
‘mind ; it is, that on the whole it looks for what is great 
and what is beautiful over a much wider range. But, 
mutatis mutandis, there is just the same question in the 
minds of men now as to the limits in art between the 
great and the small, the beautiful and the ugly. We 
should think it absurd for the state, certainly for the 
British Parliament, to lay down canons of art, but that 
does not prevent us from having canons. The great 
artists of the world have, though of course without 
telling us their theory or perhaps formulating it at all to 
#Hemselves, recognized such canons, and as to those 
/ canons we can i that there has been substantial agree- 
ment amon basa Li one point, and that the main 
point, they ave a upon Plato’s principle; all the 
great artists and poets are ideal; that which interests 
them most is something above the ordinary level of 
tuman life. On the other hand, in one way, no o poet. has 
ever come up to Plato's Tequirements, for none has ever 
/ deliberately, set ‘himself to be the educator of | the society 
the lived in. ; Yet if we take a very great poet like Dante, 
however little he may himself have contemplated “the 
effect he produced, there can be no doubt of the strength 


398 c to 
403 G 
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mind of generations 






R 


4. Morsixz: Music,AND THE ARTS GENERALLY. © 


Winding up his trektment of literature ‘by describing 
how the great dramatic genius, who can imitate every- 
thing, will be bowed out of the reformed state, Plato 
goes on to deal with music proper upon the same prin- 
ciple that he has applied to literature, namely, that it 
must be criticized, and approved or condemned, as an 


influence for good or evil upon character. 


What is the ground for this principle—for we here pass 
to something different from the direct representation of 
human action and character which has so far been under 


“consideration? It is that music and every art expresses 


character (00s!) in the sout of the man who produces it, 
and in the soul of the’ man to.whom it appeals. One art 
differs from another in the medium that it uses, but in 
all there is character, good or bad (etyjOe.a or xaxo7Oeta), 
No art, therefore, can help being educational; it affects 
character because it expresses character. This isa general 
principle which can still be held without committing us 
to saying in what particular way music or any art affects 
character. You cannot put musje into words, or pictures 
into words, and the attempt,to do so has even been 
harmful ; each art uses its own medium, and has its own 
laws; all we can say is that in all the forms of art soul 
speaks to soul; each art has its own form of sense, and 
through sensé soul comes in contact with soul. e 

In his treatment of music (398 * to 4ce E), Plato must 


have seemed even to his’ contémporaries still more 


1 400 £. *H@os does not mean ‘a moral,’ it means character. 
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conservative and puritanical than in his treatment of 
literature, J He not only requires the musician to recog- 
nize that he has a work to do in the state; he says 
definitely which of the ‘modes’ or ‘harmonies’ of Greek 
music are to be, allowed (namely, the Dorian and the 
Phrygian), and forbids the use of any others; among 
musical instruments he allows only the lyre and the 
cithara, and (for herdsmen in the country) the Pan-pipes 
(ctpty€), forbidding the use of all instruments upon which 
more complex effects could be produced, and of the flute ; 
he limits rhythm, though not 90 definitely, to a few simple 
farms, rhythms which will_be suitable to an orderly and 
brave man;. and finallyfhe insists that music is to be 
subordinate to the words it accompanies, that rhythm 
and harmony must be adapted to the words and not 
the words to ieee As he remarks, we have now begun 
the purgation of the ‘luxurious city,’ eliminating all those, 
elements of civilization which ‘re not really valuable, but 
are simple luxuries}. 

It is not difficult to seefthe leading idea which! runs 
through all Plato's criticisms of the music and of the 
artistic and literary work of his time. It is that of 
simplicity as opposed to complexity} ‘There is a right 
and a Wrongf sense in which it may be said that art 
shoulfi be simple. Plato's objections to. mere sindis- 
criminate imitation of human life arise from the feeling 
that such indiscriminateness implies that no principle of 
good or bad in human life is recognized ¢ his saying that 
men ought to be simple, not multiform®, is the expres- 
sion of his demand that some principle should be recog- 

+ For more detailed treatient of the passage on music sce note at end 


of this subsection, < 
2 397 & (with reference to music). 
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nized. So when he comes to music, he objects to those 
kinds of music which involve every variety of rhythm, 
scale and the like, evidently seeing in them the same vice 
which produces in literature the indiscriminate imitation 
of anything interesting (397 B, c}} ‘In this Plato has 
probably confused two ideas of simplicity. Ain one sense 
: every great work of art is simple; it is the working out, 
in however complicated a manner, of certain simple and 
great ideas. But there is another sense in which art can 
“be simple, and in which we often speak of early art as 
being distinguished by simplicity. It is simple in the 
sense that it carries its meaning on its face ; we can easily 
perceive the idea it is intended to embodyg There is 
comparatively little put into an early picture; the 
attitudes and gestures in it express very obviously what 
they are intended to express. So with a very simple 
tune, we easily catch the principle on which it is put. 
together. Early poetry, too, is simple ; we at once take 
in the situation Ta the same way we speak of simple 
characters; meaning that one easily understands their 
acts, and sees what are their feelings and principles. {in 
contrast to this we say that the more civilization we have, 
the more complex and involved does human life become. 
Our art might appear confused to an early artist, but the 
work of a great artist of later times is not really confused ; 
he has his own distinct and dominating idea as well as 
the earlier artist, only it is harder to express and harder 
to interpret. So with character; simplicity in the 
important sense does not vanish from life as time goes 
on ;Agreat characters preserve their concentration and 
unity of purpose; but it becomes harder to interpret 
them.j} Doubtless also in later times every great work of 
art is labyrinthine and we have to find the clue to it; but 
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there is a great difference between complexity in the sense 
of having a great number of elements combined in a 
harmony which it is hard to analyze, and complexity 
in the sense of confusion and absence of principle. the 7 
great question about a work of art is whether there is ‘ 
a clue to it, whether there is a unity in it or not” 

It is obvious that Plato thought that the Athenians 
were losing their simplicity in every direction. Not that 
he wanted them to go back to the simplicity of primitive 
times. ‘What he wanted was that there should be reality 
in them; that they should not become, as they seemed 
to him to be becoming, a nation of actors, but should 
assumesgenuine characters. Athens, as he describes it to 
us, is becoming likea theatre!. The arts, too, are afflicted 
with the same disease, and foster it ; they are complicated 
in the sense of being confused; they lack principle, and 
admit everything without discrimination.4The under- 
lying idea is true enough ; great art, like great character, 
is doubtless simple in the sense of being harmonious. 

- But we feel that in working out his idea Plato is led to 
advocate things which are really retrograde, things which 
would have the effect of arresting the development of art 
and of civilization generally vat moments indeed he 
appears to be doing away with art altogether. This is 
because he has not been true to his own principles, but 
has allowed his view to be narrowed by fixing his atten- 
tion too much on certain particular facts which he saw or 
thought he saw close to him. We find the same thing / 
later on in his treatment of property and the family. 

- Thus, while there is nothing in his principles which is ‘ 

derogatory to art or which need limit its scope, yet in his 
particular applications of them he does limit it. To us, 
' See again VHI. 561 c to &, 
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who are interested first in-his principles, he says,[Let all 
art express something, and let it be something worth 
expressing ; do not Ict it be meaningless, or cater simply 
to the morbid fancies of a mob and to its desire for 
excitement. But on the other hand it probably seemed 
to his contemporaries that he was setting aside a great 
part of the most valuable productions of the age. We. 
find something of the same combination in Mr. Ruskin 

Tin a very condensed passage (Goo E to 402 Cy Plato 
proceeds to extend his conception of the educational 
power of art to the whole field of art. Of the arts which 
lhe now enumerates he makes no detailed criticism. 
Accordingly we here ie entirely from the polemical 
side of his writing to his positive theory of the ethical 
effect. of art j) this, so far from reducing the function of 
art to a minimum, is at once as liberal, and as high in 
the aim that it sets, as anything that could be said_ 
on the subject. It really contains the pith of what there 
is to be said about it. 

[He first tells us that in painting and sculpture, in 
weaving, embroidery, the making of pottery and furniture, 
in architecture, and beyond these in the whole of organic 
nature, in fact wherever there is sensible form, there is 
the capacity for beauty or ugliness, and that beauty or 
ugliness both of figure and of sound is associated with 
what is beautiful or ugly in character. He goes on to 
describe the effect that might be produced upon the soul 
if, as it grew up, it was surrounded by an atmosphere of 
beauty. We must not suppose that he thinks the world 

{can be reformed by “Git alone, but he does ascribe to it 
a function, among other factors in human life, more ~ 
important than perhaps any other philosopher has~ 
ascribed to it. 
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What was it that he thought art could do? Phrases 
about the ‘moral’ influence of art are apt to make us 
think of art that expressly illustrates moral principles, of 

\ didactic poetry or pictures; but there is no idea of this 
” here. Throughout his treatment of education, here and! 
further on, there is present the general idea of the soul as | 
having certain powers or tendencies which may be called | 
out (not created) by its environment. Among the media‘ 
through which these tendencies may be brought out are 
two most important ones, secing and hearing, through 
which the soul comes in contact with the exterior world. 
It is through them, in the first instance, that the 
soul acquires knowledge, or in other words is brought 
into conformity with the truth of the world outside it. 
Amongst other aspects of that truth, the soul is through 
eye and ear brought into contact with the beauty of the 
_world. For in Plato's mind the world as a whole is 
beautiful. There is reason in the world, which makes 
it intelligible, and the reason in the world shows itself 
also in the aspect of beauty. (So in the 7imaeus', Plato 
says that the great value of sight and hearing is that 
through them the soul may understand the visible and 
audible rhythm and harmony of the world; the great 
type of rhythm and harmony was the movements of the 
stars ; in them the Greeks saw, so to say, the harmonious 
movement of reason. The function of the artist. then, is. 


track out beauty and grace wherever they are to be found ; 
- they are to show it to those who have not the eye to see 
“it of the ear to hear it in the world for themselves. He, 
regards rhythm as rational movement; it is movement 


147 ator 
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arranged upon a certain principle; beautiful form, simi- 
ae is form arranged upon a certain principle. In all 
' products of art (400 D sq.) there is goodness or badness 
of rhythm (edpudzla and dppvOyia) or of harmony (edap- 
pooria and dvappooria) or of form (ctaxnpooivy and ~ 
doxnyoortvn), and right rhythm or right form is akin on 
the one hand to the reason, the rhythm and harmony, 
which is to be traced in the world as a whole, and akin 
on the other hand to what is right and rational in— 
, human character. This is the_real relation _between_art 
| and character or morality}. 
In what definite way, then, is the character affected 
by artistic surroundings? Plato gives two descriptions 
- of the way in which,they influence the soul; one de- 
cribes what we should distinguish as the more moral, 
we should distinguish as the more 
nt ce of art, but they are not different 
in his view. He tells us (401 D) that the soul appro.” 
priates to itself the characteristics of rhythm, harmony, 
and shapeliness. He would no doubt say that it shows 
this in the actual movements of the body, in speech 
and gesture and bearing, for there are certain modes 
of movement which are expressive of moral or spiritual 
qualities’, and the fact that they are recognized as thus 
jexpressive shows that there is an association between 
the sense of rhythm and of form and the sense of what is 
right in character. But his view of the influence of art 
“is best summed up in the metaphor of learning to read 





1 For the association in Plato of the highest moral state with the 
power of entering into the meaning of the world, see Section X, pages 
a25 to 229, . 

2 See 399 Eand goon, Throughout the discussion of musical rhythm, 
it is manifest that he regards it as’based upon the movements of mareh- 
ing and dancing. 
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the world (402A). He tells us that we have got to learn 
to read the world about us with a view to understand- 
ing what is good. The world as it first presents itself to 
, our observation contains both what we call real objects, 
living men and women for instance, and ‘images’ or 
reflexions of real objects in the various reflecting media ' 
of words, music, colour, and the rest of the media of art. 
The problem is to Icarn to read this world. If we are 
able to read the real world we must also be able to read 
the reflexions ; to be povoixds, to have the real eye for 
beauty, is to be able to read both the real world and the 
reflected world of art, and to discern self-control and 
manliness and liberality and all other good qualitics and 
their opposites wherever they occur. It is possible to 
learn from what we call little things as well as from 
great, and in learning to recognize and to value the 
_Aeflexion of good qualities in art we necessarily learn also 
:o recognize and to value them in their more important 
expression in real life. 
We must notice further that thus learning to read, 
the sensible world, or the world as it presents itself to! 
ordinary experience, is a preparation for learning to read 
the world in another way. -A man who has been 
educated thus will have an instinctive sense of what is 
beautiful and what is ugly, and will love the one and 
hate the other, before he is able to frame in his mind 
a reason for loving or hating them. But when reason 
comes, a man so nurtured will recognize it and welcome 
it from natural kinship to it, that is to say, because 
~his own feelings are already in accord with it. Plato ° 
“conceived. that there _was_a real continuity betweeh the 
i eee ge 

education, of f art and the eduéation ‘ofs science and | plo = 
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In childhood the soul of man is compictely subject to 
the senses, its perceptions are all disordered. Gradually 
it frees itself from the tumultuous influences of sense, 
and establishes order and connexion in what it perceives, 
and thinks. The great agents by which this process can 
be helped are, first, the education in poveixy, and, secondly, 
the education in science and philosophy. In both Plato 
;would say there was reason (Adyos)?; in its earlier, 
sensible form it shows itself as rhythm, harmony, and 
shape ; in its later, it shows itself as principles or laws, 
which are apprehended by the intelligence (understood, 
not seen or heard or felt). 

Thus the education of poverxy is the education of eye 
and ear in the widest sense; it is to be accomplished by 
presenting to the eye and ear good works, which will 
interpret to the soul the beauty of the world and enable 
it to find it for itself The artist, by creating for the 
soul a sort of atmosphere of beauty which become! 
familiar to it, will develop in it the power of recognizing 
what is beautiful in widely different forms, and of making 
that beauty its own. 

It is curious that Plato seems to attribute much more 
[educational influence to music proper than to sculpture. 
‘We think of the Greeks as a nation of sculptors, and we 
do not think of them as a nation of musicians: we might 
therefore have expected him to attack the idolatry of 
form in the same way in which he attacks the idolatry 
of words?. But sculpture is only alluded to in a list 
of many arts, and then not expressly named %. ~It is 


1 In gor p we have the phrase cadds Adyos, i.e, reason in the form ~ 
of beauty, = S 

¥ See Section XI, page 244, and Section XV. 

3 gor a, where he speaks of ‘ painting and all work of that kind.” 
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astifiable inference that the existence of great sculpture 

Greece was not so important an educational influence 
4s we suppose. On the other hand the Greeks were 

- extremely susceptible to words, and, further, they must 
have been especially susceptible to rhythmical words ; 
and so Plato speaks of music (rhythm and harmony), 
which he has treated throughout as the accompaniment 
of words, as having the most penetrating influence on 
the soul. Aristotle speaks of music in a similar way in 
the Politics, and tells us that the influence of the plastic 
arts is comparatively slight +. 

The discussion of povotxi concludes with the considera- 
tion of beauty of hunian form (4o2D to 403). The 
man on whom this education has had its due effect, who 
is really povotxds, and who therefore has the keenest 
perception of beauty everywhere, will necessarily value 
beauty of soul far more than beauty of body. Physical 
beauty which is not the expression of a lovable soul 
will not move him. Moreover, Plato tells us, there is 
no fellowship possible between this sense of beauty and 
the madness of animal passion. Excessive passion, he 
says, like excessive pain, puts a man beside himself ; 
he considers that there is a real affinity between madness 
and any passion which possesses a man for the time 
being?. Under the influence of any passion so strong 
the perceptive power is almost extinguished; nobody 
trusts the judgment of a person under the influence of 
absorbing jealousy or fear or any other passion ; and 
50, Plato says, the perception of beauty is incompatible 
with excessive passion. This is empirically true: it has 
been observed about poets that they have not often 


1 Politics, 1340 A, 28 sq. ’ 
2 See the whole passage, IX. 571 a to $73 ¢, and cf.-g29 c and 577 D. 
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written under the immediate influence of violent emotic 
but usually afterwards; and there can be no doubt th 
the deeper is the sense of beauty, the less it is compatibu. 
with simple animal passion, and vice versa! 

In this passage we find that the word povaixds has 
acquired an extended and higher sense ;.it means a man 
to whom life itself is the highest art; and a little later 
we find that the real povoixds is the man who can 
harmonize his own life, putting povetxy itself in its right 
place in his life in relation to ‘gymnastic’ and to other 
elements in life®. The use of this and other phrases 
derived from the arts to describe morality, may incline 
one to say that Greek morality was aesthetic morality ; 
but the truth is not that Plato takes moral distinctions 
to be, as we should say, only aesthetic distinctions, but 
that he gives ‘ beauty,’ ‘harmony,’ ‘rhythm,’ and similar 
words a wider sense than we do. . 


NOTE ON GREEK MUSIC#. 


The Greek theory of music took account of poetry, tune, and 
dancing as elements in one artistic product (uéAos), Aristoxenus, 
a pupil of Aristotle’s, is the greatest authority upon it. It fed} 
under the heads of dppom«y and svOpi«/, the latter of which at 
first included and was afterwards distinguished from perpixy. 
“Appovia does not mean harmony in the sense of the simultaneous 
sounding of two or more tones of different pitch, but a scale, 
a certain sequence of tones of different pitch. ‘Apyovinj means 
that branch of the theory of music which deals with the interval 
between tones and their arrangement in what we call scales or 


1 With this whole passage compare Symposium, 209 £ to 212. c. 

2 412; cf. IX. 591 p, and Laches, 188 p. 

* [In this Note several additions have been made to the original, im-, 
portant works on Gree¥ music having been published since the lecture 
was given.—Ep.] 
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keys. ‘Pudyés is etymologically connected with words which 
have to do with movement. The typical form of rhythmical 
motion is dancing. The essence of rhythm is that a certain 
sequence of motions or sounds is measured, according to time, 
into portions which recur upon a certain principle. ‘Pudjaxy is 
that part of the theory of music into which time enters. Merpixi, 
or the theory of thetre (uérpor), is the theory of rhythm in its 
special application to language. 
Plato lays it down as a fundamental principle that rhythm 


and harmony are to follow the words. This shows us the great 


difference between Greek and modern music; the former grew 
up as an accompaniment to words or dancing, or both. It was 
comparatively late that misic began to develop independently 
of these, and Plato looks upon this independent development as 
a wrong development. The earlier of the great dramatists not 
only wrote their plays, but wrote the music for their chorus, 
It is stated that Euripides got others to compose the music for 
him, and that this was made a reproach to him. One of 
Wagner's leading ideas has been that of recurring to the 
principle that poet and musician should be the same. 
According to the theory that has been received till lately, 
the differences between the various dppovia, or ‘modes,’ were 
analogous to the difference between our major and minor keys. 
That is to say, the places in which intervals of tones and of 
semi-tones occurred, differed in different modes. But whereas 


’ we have only two éppoviat (supposing this to be the sense of 


the word), the Greeks had seven, one for each note of the scale. 
There seem to have been originally three main modes, the 
Lydian, the Phrygian, and the Dorian. On these three funda- 
mental modes there were three variations, the Hypo-Lydian, 
the Hypo-Phrygiap, and the Hypo-Dorian (imo- in this com- 
bination meaning lower in pitch). To these must be added the 
Mixo-Lydian?. According to the received theory we get these 
seven modes by playing upon the white notes of the piano as 


! The Ionian mode appears to have been the same as the Hypo- 
Phrygian, and the Aeolian the same as the Hypo-Dorian. Plato 
mentions also a mode called Syntono-Lydian, which is believed not 
to have been identical with any of the foregoing, but to have been 
akin both to the Lydian and the Hypo-Lydian. 
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follows :—Hypo-Dorian or Aeolian, A to A; Mixo-Lydian, 
B to B; Lydian, C to C; Phrygian, D to D; Dorian, E to E; 
Hypo-Lydian, F to F ; Hypo-Phrygian or Ionian, G to G}. 

There is however another theory, according to which there 
is no evidence that in Plato’s time the modes, or at any rate aif’ 
seven of them, differed in fhe way described above, and the 
main difference between modes was a difference of pitch (the 
difference between one major scale and another, or one minor 
scale and another, in modern music) *. 

The two modes which Plato would leave in use are considered 
by him to be appropriate to two sets of circumstances, and to 
have a tendency to stimulate two qualities of character, courage 
and self-control. Whatever may have been the differences 
between the modes, the Greeks generally attributed to each of 
them a specific character which made it suitable for particular 
kinds of poetry and music*. Modes were classified as: those 
which had to do with action, and had a stimulating effect 
(wpaxrixat dppoviat); modes which stirred emotion (évOovaracrixat, 
rabyrixal, Opnvedes); and modes which affected character, 
especially by producing a calming effect (j@xai). Naturally, 
though there was a certain traditional agreement as to the 
character of these modes, different writers had different opinions 
upon them. The Dorian mode was considered to be the Greek 
mode par excellence. Among the epithets applied to this mode 
are dvdpadns (manly), peyadompemis (stately), ordotpos (steady), 
oepvds (dignified), opodpds (forcible), and cxvépords (sombre). 
The Phrygian mode is called épytagreds (having to do with 
religious orgies), wa@yrixés(expressing deep feeling), évOovaraorixés 
{expressing violent religious emotions). The Lydian is called 


' (This must not be taken as implying that the keynote of the mode was 
in each case the note here mentioned.—Ep.] 

’ [For the former of these two views see Westphal's works and 
Gevaert’s Histoire et Theorie de la Musique de 0 Antiquité. For the latter 
view see Monro’s Modes of Ancient Greek Music; see also review of this 
by H. Stuart Jones in the Classical Review for Dec, 1894, and the reply 
to it in the Classical Review for Feb. 1895. See also Monro’s article in the 
Dictionary of Antiquities for an outline of all the principal theories.—Ep.]} 

* See Aristotle, Politics, 1340 a (especially line 40 sq.), and 1341 B, 
9 8q4. 
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yduxis (sweet) and morxidos (varied); it is also said to be appro- 
priate to the young. Ifthe accepted theory about the modes is 
correct, both Plato’s view of the Dorian mode and Aristotle's 
illustrate the fact that the present associations of the minor key 
“are due to a late development of musical sentiment. In the 
early Christian Church grandnesgand sternness were associated 
with it; and early ecclesiastical music inherited the character- 
istics of Greek music, 
Upon the subject of rhythm the Greek writers are still 
“valuable. The Greeks had an extraordinary sense of rhythm, 
and expressed the true principles of it in a final way. Ina 
general sense all spoken language is rhythmical; every one 
observes unconsciously acertain rhythm. This becomes rhythm 
proper when treated artistically and brought under laws. For 
this purpose we require units of measurement, the units in music 
being notes sounded for a certain time. These units are com- 
bined in music into bars, in verse into feet; and a dactyl or an 
iambus, or any other foot in metre, is best thought of as the 
equivalent to a bar in music. Each bar in music and each foot 
in metre is made into a unity by having a certain accent or 
stress on one of its elements (the use of accent in metre being 
a development of the use of accent in speech, where stress is 
laid on a certain part of every non-monosyllabic word, and 
again on a certain part of every sentence). Poetry then is 
rhythmical because it is divided into feet of a certain length, 
and there is a certain stress recurring in each foot. Here comes 
in the connexion between poetry and dancing. In dancing the 
foot is put down with a certain stress at equal intervals of time 
—the simplest possible illustration of this kind of rhythm being 
military marching. The Greeks called the stressed part of 
every foot of metre O¢ors or xdrw xpévos, and the unstressed dpais 
or ava ypdvos; these words referring to the putting down and 
taking up of the foot in marching or dancing. So (400 c) 
Damon, the philosophical musician, is said in his criticisms of 
metre to have in mind the motion of the foot no less than the 
rhythm of the words, Modern writers apply the words arsis 
and thesis in the reverse way, meaning by arsis the raising, 
and by thesis the lowering of the force of the voice. All the 
metres of poetry are a development of these simple principles. 
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A hexameter line is a larger unity composed of six smaller 
unities (feet), each of which can be resolved into four beats, 
four units of time, which are the ultimate elements of the metre. 
A stanza again (e.g. the Spenserian) is a larger and somewhat 
more complicated unity, divided first into lines, secondly into 
feet, and lastly into beats. In Pindar we find a rhythmical 
system still more subtle and complicated, but stili founded 
upon the same principles. 

Just as different modes seemed to the Greeks appropriate to 
different subjects, so did different metres or times. Plato does 
not say definitely, as he does in the case of modes, what form 
of rhythm he would allow, but he lays down the principle that 
rhythms must be admitted or rejected in accordance with the 
character they express. He mentions the three great classes 
into which metres were divided. To understand this division 
we must remember certain facts. Ancient metre is based upon 
quantity, that is to say upon the length of time which is taken 
in uttering a given syllable. Modern metre is based upon 
accent, stress or ictus, that is the increased loudness of the voice 
on a given syllable. There is quantity in modern language, for 
you can quite well distinguish long and short syllables, and 
quantity does enter into metrical effect; but the quantity of 
a syllable and the amount of stress upon it are distinct things ; 
and while in modern languages it is the difference of stress on 
different words and syllables which is most noticeable and by 
which metre is governed, in ancient Greek and Latin it was 
quantity. The fundamental principle in which musical rhythm 
and metre come together is that a short syllable answers to 
aunit of time in music. Remembering this, and remembering 
that the Greeks divided every foot of metre and every bar of 
music into two by distinguishing @éats and dpos (the stressed 
part and the unstressed), we shall understand the following 
simple classification of metres or times, to which Plato allgdes. 
There is the for yévos of time, our four time, in whiclt the 
stressed and unstressed parts are equal. Of this the dactyl 
and the anapaest are types ; each represents a bar of four beats 
(quavers), and is divisible into two parts of two beats each, of . 
which parts one is stressed and the other unstressed. ‘There i is 
next the éd¢c:ov yévos (our three time), in which the stressed 
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part is to the unstressed as 2 tox. The iambus and trochee 
are types of this. There is lastly the npiddtov yévos, ‘one and 
a half’ time (our five time), in which the stressed part is to the 
unstressed as 3 to 2. Plato does not give instances of this, but 
the type of it is the paeon. Throughout it must be remembered 
that a short syllable answers to a single beat of the music, and 
that a long syllable equals two short. 

In modern musical accompaniments to words, the composer 
does what he likes with the metre of the words; he subordinates 
it to his own rhythm, and does not make every short syllable 
correspond to a beat. But the earlier we go back the more we 
find that the time of the tune corresponds to the natural time 
of the words. This was not universally the case in Greece, as 
Plato thought that it should have been. The parody of Euripides 
in the Frogs’ of Aristophanes makes a single ayulable spread 
out over many beats. 

Plato requires that the instrumentation of music aibeid be of 
a simple kind, as well as the rhythm. The ‘panharmonion’ 
which he would exclude is a stringed instrument on which all 
the modes could be played. In his preference of stringed to 
wind instruments he is following traditional Greek feeling, 
which associated wind instruments with excitement and emo- 
tional effects, and stringed instruments with the sense of form 
and precision. The stringed instruments in use were mainly 
varieties of the harp, and not like the modern violin. 


® 


5. FrMNaztikH AND DIGRESSION ON Law AND 
MEDICINE. 


It remains to consider ‘ gymnastic,’ which _has_ been 4o3¢ to 
said to mean the the training of the bo body, but in_discussing +*? 
this Flato divesges_into widely < different subjects. The 
order of his thought is briefly as follows :—(a) The prin- 
ciple which he lays down for the training and management 
of the body is the same that he has laid down for the arts; 





} 1309 sq. 
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it is simplicity. Simplicity of life leads in one direction 
to bodily health, and in another to sanity, self-control, 
or temperance in the soul (cadpoctvn). The one is to 
the body what the other is to the soul, and there is— 
a close connexion between them (403 C to 404 E). 
(4) This leads to the consideration side by side of two 
analogous phenomena of Athenian life, legal proceedings 
and medicine, of which the former had always been 
prominent, and the latter evidently had entered upon 
a new development. Constant recourse to law and 
to medicine are evidences of the same fault in civiliza- 
tion, and Plato Jays down corresponding principles 
with regard to each, especially contrasting the modern 
habit of valetudinarianism with the simple ways of 
ancient times (404 E to 410 B). (c) By the way, he 
shows a difference in the conditions necessary to the 
training of a good doctor and of a good. judge, which 
is based on the distinction between soul and body 
(408 C to 409). (d) The consideration of body and 
soul side by side leads him finally to the thought that 
povorky and yupyvactix} are both really means of influ- 
encing the soul, though on different sidés. He tells 
us that the ideal of education is to harmonize the two, 
so as to produce a harmonious character ; and he points 
out the evils of a one-sided education (410 B to 412 B). 
(a) Plato. considers first_the kind of physical training 
that is fitted to produce a good citizen soldier. He finds 
in vogue an elaborate system of training which aims 
at producing professional_athletes, and which seems 
to strike him as a part of the general complexity of 
modern life. He criticizes it on the ground that it does 
not produce that habit of body which befits a soldier. 
In the first place it produces a sleepy habit, broken only 
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by short periods of great and abnormal activity; in the 


second place it produces a habit of body..which cannot: 


stand changes of diet and climate and the-like. This 
crificism is substantially the same as Aristotle's’. In 
bodily training the most important thing is simplicity 
of diet. Syracusan dishes, Sicilian subtleties of flavour, 
Athenian confectionery, and the rest of the luxuries that 
were introduced into the state when it passed above its 
most elementary stage, are condemned. Here Plato 
observes the close connexion between health in the 
body and self-control in the soul. The relation he 
sees between them consists in something more than the 
fact that intemperance produces discase, We are apt 
to think of the soul as something which is inside the 
body as if in a box; in Plato, we have to remember, 


‘soul’ means primarily the principle of unity and move- } 


ment in the body which makes it an organic and a living 
whole. 

(2) When disease in the body and ‘intemperance’ 
(dkodacia, the opposite of cwpootyy) in the soul abound, 
then Law and Medicine hold their heads high. Plato 
criticizes the recent development of these, as he has 
criticized’ that of art. He tells us that to have con- 
stantly to go to law is a sign of want of education 
(axadevola xal Gweipoxadla), and so is the inability to 
keep oneself in health without the doctor. This shows 
us in what a wide sense Plato understands education ; 
the educated man is the man who knows how to manage 
his_own life physically and morally. He writes with 
great animosity about the growth of medicine, regard- 
ing it as a luxury of the rich who can afford to give 
up their work for the sake of nursing their health. If 


+ Politics, 1338 B, 9 S4- ? 373 4. 
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-&@ man is radically diseased and cannot go about the 
business of his life, he had better die, as a poor man 
in such a case has to, and doctors ought not to be 
allowed to keep useless folk out of the grave. The_ 
general idea of the passage is that, except in compara- 
tively rare cases of accident and the like, a man ought 
to be able to keep himself in health without the aid 
of doctors. This is a sound enough idea, within limits, 
but no doubt Plato’s remarks about medicine are far too 
sweeping. The craving for simplicity in life leads him 
to a good deal of cruelty, as it has led him to austerity 
in regard to art. To many of his contemporaries his 
treatment of medicine must have appeared altogether 
. retrograde, and as a mere refusal to avail himself of 
the advance of civilization. This is one of the cases 
_where the spirit of the reformer, of which Plato had 
‘a good deal in him, does not harmonize with the philo-. 
“ sophic temper, and where impatience of what he thinks 
“abuses vitiates his theory, The principle that thé maf 
who can be of no use had better be let die (as the incur- 
able criminal ought to be put to death) would of course 
be an extremely dangerous one to act upon at all. No 
means have yet appeared by which it could be carried 
out as it was intended; and not only so, but we rightly 
feel that it rests with people themselves to decide whether 
they are justified in keeping themselves alive when their 
} usefulness is gone, We tightly feel, too, that the existence 
' of the sick and incurable calls out a great deal of virtue 
-~which would otherwise be latent. e, 

(c) Incidentally, Plato asks whether great experience 
of bodily disease in the one case, and of vice and crime 
in the other, is not necessary to make a good doctor 

Sand a good judge? He answers that ‘the _two_ cases 


a 
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are_different. The good doctor must not only have 
scientific c knowledge (@moripn) ‘of disease, but wide 
experience. Agumerpia)_ of it; and it is. best. _that he 
should have experi i 
for his own physical_w we ferns 5 will | not. _affect his Eat 
the organ by which The acts on others. But_in the 





disease _ ~of vice ia his_own_ person _ means that the 
soul, the organ with which he acts upon others, is im- 
paired. He goes on to say that | the apparent cleverness 
of a man who has had much personal familiarity with 
wrongdoing is limited to cases where he has to deal with 
persons of similar character and experience to his own ; 
he judges only by the examples (xapadefypara) which 
have come within his own experience, and will be at 
a loss when he has to judge of the motives and conduct 
of a different sort of people. This’ is what distinguishes 
empirical knowledge, which is confined within the limits 
of a certain number of experiences, from knowledge 
which is based on principles (é¢tvorjpy). The application 
of this is that, in order to get real knowledge of the good 
and evil in human nature, the soul must be kept healthy 
from the first. The man who has grown up amid healthy 
surroundings and with a healthy mind, will come to 
understand the evil which he sees in other people com- 
paratively late, but will then understand it better than 
the man who begins by personal experience of evil. 
Plato is not to be supposed to mean that an innocent! 
simpleton is a better judge of character than a man who, 
has knocked about the world ; the issue he raises is this: 
Supposing people of equal ability, is it better for this 
- purpose that they should have had a large amount of 
evil experience, or that they should have kept their souls® 
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free from evil, and have studied the evil in the world 
late in life when their characters were formed? It is 
best, Plato decides, if you wish to have men trained 
(for the function of judges, that you should aim at 
developing what is good in them morally and intel- 
lectually to the highest pitch, and then trust to their 
insight. What this implies is that no ling can be 
drawn between the intellectual and the moral nature ; 
what is called knowledge is not an entirely separate part 
of the mind unaffected by other parts, and a man cannot 
be affected by moral evil in one part of his soul and 
retain intellectual insight into its nature with another 
art’, We are sometimes inclined to suppose that 
a man can keep his intellectual judgment apart from 
his’ personal character ; to this Plato emphatically says 
no ; if the character is affected the organ of judgment 
is affected, because the soul is one and continuous. 
We shall find in Books VI and VII, thatesis* whole 
conception of the philosopher and of philosopht educa- 
tien is based on the close relation which he assets _ 
to exist between the intellectual and the moral pow ers 
of the soul. 

Itmay be asked how far experience bears out Plato's 
theory of the possibility of emnderstanding things in 
human nature of which one’s own experience is slight. 
‘With average men it would be difficult to show that 
‘it is true; but it proves true if you take only the 
gveatest men and those who have shown the greatest 
knowledge of, and insight into, human nature. Men 
of genius get their knowledge of the world nobody 
knows how; Shakespeare, for -instance, cannot have 
had personal experience of more than a fraction of 

: ‘CE. Aristotle, Eth, Nic. VI. xii, 10. 
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what he wrote about. In fact, genius is the 
of getting knowledge with the least possible exp 
» and one of the greaiest differerites between men is 
the.amouht of experiénce they need of a thing in ord 
to understand it’. There are people, especi 
women, who seem able to understand other peop 
characters .by instinct. Thé great 
of such a power is the instance of G 
it is said that he understood all human nature witho 
having personal experi f evil in the ‘ordinary sen; 
But the chief psychological question which this pass: 
raises is how-far one part, of one’s nature can act ind 
pendently of others, how far intellectual judgment ¢ 
act apart from “tharact This is a matter in whi 
men vary vefy much, some being able to isolate 
parts of their mind muctlimére than others. .~ 
a Returning to povoixy, Plato makes aiifinal. sta 
ry ment as tots relation to. youvacrik}. One is said 
deal. withthe “soul and the other with the body, 
both really have to do with the soul; for misdirecti 
or neglect of physical training has a direct_ influence 
character, no less than the misdirection’ or negli 
culture. Both are required to develop the elements 
.the soul which are essential to a_good ( Guardian. 
training of gymnastic acts upon ‘ ‘ spi : 
rightly trained | shows itself i in_courage- sil Shanti 
“if trained. to the neglect of the rest of the soul, 
degenerates into hardness and brutality. #The_trainis 
of f literature and th the i n 
the gentle elemen _man which is. susceptible _ 
attraction. This if rightly ‘developed 
a temperate or self-co 1f-controlled ; if over <a 
Z¥6 Gf. Section XIV. Pp. gam. 
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him soft, effeminate, morbidly susceptible, unstable and. 
weak in character. The problem of education is to 
harmonize these two sides of character, and he who 
best deserves the name of musicjan (uoversds) is the man 
who tan thus tune human nature}. 


1 Cf, the description of the art of the statesman in Politicus, 305 & 
to end. 


‘VI. PRINCIPLES OF GOVERNMENT 
IN THE IDEAL STATE 


(Republic, IL. 412 B to IV, 427 £.] 


PLATO has now finished his outline of the education 
of the rulers up to the age (about twenty, as we after- 
wards learn) at which a man enters public life.} The 
Republic is a representation of the gradual development 
of the soul in society ;\and the subject we have before 
us in *he section which now follows, and in which an 
outline is given of the institutions of the ideal state, 
3 that stage ef the.growth of the soul in which the 
~~ citizen becomes aware for the first time of his 

ysition in, and his duty to, the community. It is 
- by the qttestion, Upon what principle are we 
, from among those whose training’ has been 
1, those who are to be in public authority, and 
e others will have to obey ? 
uestion at once iridicates the leading fact about 
stage in the development.of the soul; when 
ters upon practical life it will have to recognize 
lination to authority, and to act upon principles 
accepts from authority. The question brings 
K2 
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out also a fundamental fact about the state, which will 
have to be considered a good-deal in the-course of the 
discussion ; there must be in the community authorities 
who impose édéyyara, beliefs or principles, upon those in 
subordination.} 
4t2Bto | {How the governing class are to be constituted depends 
4B upon the question(what should be the spirit of those who 
are to rule the state. Their function is to be Guardians 
(ftdaxes) of the state, and that man will guard the stase 
; best who most fully believes that the interests of the state 
are identical with his own,./ This, then, is the test that 
Te must use to discover whether those whom we have 
been training will become fit to rule; we must observe 
whether under all circumstances they hold fast the belief 
;that the thing that is best for the community is the thing 
for them to dor] This is to be their déyza, something, 
that is to say, Which he who holds it accepts without 
understanding all the grounds of it; for the <cttitude 
of a man entering public lifé must be that of accepting 
certain principles from others. (We have got to siscover 
whether they are ‘safe guardians of this creed,» d that 
“means whether they can resist the influences wht sh are 
: calculated to make themn give it up. Such a belie?mas 
be ‘stolen’ from us, that is, given up either-in the 
of time from intellectual indolence, or because so: 
persuades us out of it.. Or it may be ‘ forced’ o 
by suffering or painful toil, ] Or it may be ‘jugg 
of us by pleasure or fear—‘juggled, becau 
these feelings affect us by producing illusion, or 
ug see things “in a false light. (These, there 
the influences by which those whofth.we are 
ing, will have to be tested at all stages of the 
«The test will show whether they are good + 
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of themselves and of the ‘music’ which they have 
learned, whether the rhythm and harmony have become 
a law to them. Those who stand the test best must be 
.made to rule.] This in outline (rim) is the principle 
upon. which those in authority are to be chosen—the 
outline will be filled in later. [Those who have stood 
the tests well to the end will, when they are older, be: 
Guardians in the full sense (@ddaxes mavtedeis) ; the! 
younger members of the service will be ‘ Auxiliaries’ 24 
‘covpot) to the Guardians and, vl carry out the ° 
ciples they ms down (06yuara). ] a io ia 





conbEaAton with a proposal of certain machinery 
trying them out, which is strange to us. On the. 
nd we find the principles, first, that a man will 
the community well in propéttion as he is ready! 
‘ote himself and give up his own interests to ity} 
condly, that men sud be promoted in the public i 
‘in proportion as they show that they can bear. 
ibility.” On-the- other hand we find the idea 
‘stem by which the state can continue the educa~ 
‘ childhood into later life, and test its progress 
stage. Such an idea, which is repugnant to 
ideas generally, is perhaps particularly so to the 
mind. | Something analogous to what Plato 
s exists in the system of the ‘Jesuits, 
voung citizen of the upper class has now been 4148 to 
his proper position, under authority. The #5” 
xt asked is how authority is tp be established 
ide acceptable to, the community at large. 
ssential things which have to be maintained ¥ 
ty_of the whole society, and_the distinction : 
- See 503 sq. : 
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of classes, that is of social_functions, withinit. What 


will be the basis upon which patriotism (the sense of 
belonging to a community) and submission to authority 
will rest in the minds of the bulk of the community? 
Plato’s answer, when rationalized, comes to this, that the 
mass of the people really cannot understand the reason 
of these principles, and that therefore they can best be 
maintained by being associated with a myth, a story 
of past events. They are to be taught to believe ir 
a myth! which will make them regard the cour’ 
they live in as their mother, their fellow-citizéns 
brothers, and the social order with its distinctior 
classes as a thing of divine institution. There 
Plato indicates, always be persons inthe. comp 
who. >_know that _ this “myth is not true, an’ 

atriotism and _ subordination have ‘their sancti 
Pinal "events, but in the constitution of 

ture; but the rest are to be ‘encouraged by a 
to hold a-belief about thé order, of the comr 
which is i i analogous to the belief in the 
right of kings.) 

~The social organization which Plato thus x 
invest with a divine sanction, might at first be -~ 
to that of caste. But in the caste system birth at 
determines a_man’s.position,— while Plato’s_sy 
based, not. ot _on_birth,. -butoh_capacity and atta 
He Tully reco recognizes that children do not alway 
their parents in character and ability, though 
a general tendency for them to do so; an 


* The materials for this myth are partly. stipplied to 
belief, witich he found existing, that there were actual air: 
Sorn from the soil, and partly perhaps by the belicfin a gol 
- dan ‘iron’ age, which had succeeded one another in t 


signed to the rank and 
acter and abilities fit him, 
nay be?. He insists, accord- 
ust be made for cases where 
+ for higher or for lower social 
rents. To him, as to Aristotle, 
- seems to hold good as a general, 
orovide a corrective for occasional : 
ill. Ly . a, 
use of mythology which Platoy 
no doubt that there are great 
she principle that historical | 
-~ compared with truth of ideas’ But) 
uvt forget the fact that suggested Plato’s 
vsal. It cannot be denied that truth is held in. 
ent forms. by. different people} that religious, 
cal, social, and scientific truths take very different 
*s in unlearned or undeveloped, and in learned or 
ped, minds. !This fact Plato has recognized. We 
say in criticizing him that it is the duty of © 
» while recognizing this inevitable fact, to be 
trying to do away with it, by raising the 
ctual level of the lower classes. This duty is 
ory admitted now. But whatever has yet been 
© remove the fact, the fact remains ; and there 
“wot be any real différence of opinion among us, 
is often justifiable to allow people to retain 
hich contain a substantial uth, although the 





415 B and c, and cf. 423 ¢p; but the system, as later 
‘n Book V (where Platé relies on attention to breeding to 
“standard of the ruling class), would apparently not admit of 
rom the tower class, but only ‘of degradation to i. He is 

“~Sansive of the tendency of dristocracies to degenerate ; 


415 D to 
end of 


+ 185" 


form in which it is put * 
recognize the differences vu. 
held; we have at the same ti 
form as adequate as possible, t 
true to everybody. This _is. 
education. | 

(The Guardians and Auxiliarie 


Book 111, to be watched and tested throu 


to see how well they “Fetain the 
education has formed in them 
depend upon the results, The 
cerns. § their development is That tin 
: Sof, their lives shall be conformable w 
> Stheir education. The way of living now u 
to be the complement of the system of edu. 
(416). Its ultimate object is the same; the man 
| be made to realize that he i is first and foremost a se 
j of the commpnity. That _is the way in which Plate 
“introduces his communism, m, which is more fully 
‘oped § in Book V, and which we shall have to, 
later. { THis ‘principle being that a man’s happiness « 
in doing his work as well as he can, it seems 
to follow logically that we should make it as h 
possible for a man to do otherwise. Therefore 
| young citizens, when they enter public life, are ‘ 
no _inducements to neglect the public interest ; 
to, have no houses, land, or money of. their 
to live under a kind of mi tary monastici 








theory of mediaeval” thonastic m might i in 
/expressed thus: You are going to serve God 
i external organization of your life express | 
: without everything that is not really 1 necess 


{service of. God. Plata’s. theorv-i-- 7 
ae 
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the. substitution of the community for God. Both 
theories have in common the: belief that a great deal 
fan be done for human character by depriving men of 
tmaterial facilities for doing wrong, and by compelling 
them to live externally a certain kind of life. How 
much can really be done in this way, and whether it is 
not better for society, having given its members educa- 
‘tion, to leave them free as far as possible, is a question 
which in one form or another, and in different degrees 
of intensity, is continually reviving. For many centuries 
in the history of Europe what Plato proposes in this . 
passage was literally carried into effect. Whatever harm 
the system did, it is certain that it also did enormous 
good, and it is questionable whether, under the circum- 
stances under which it arose, the same good could have 
been done in any other way. In Plato’s own time there 
were in some Greck states, especially Sparta, partial 
examples of what he proposes; and this must have 
prevented what he says from seeming altogether para- 
doxical to his readers. Throughout the Republic we 
often find a fusion -between_ athe. “Spartan | -principle-of 
; absolute discipline and_ the. Athenian principle of.culture, © 
“The proposal ‘that has now been made leads to the Book IVte 

question what account we are taking of the happincss‘#* has 
(etdaorla) of this ling class. Here are men with 
brains and power ; is it sensible to prop8se to take away 
from them all the elements which are generally supposed 
by such people to make life worth living? According 
to what has been, said they cannot travel, or keep 
mistresses, or entertain their_friends, or offer. private 
sacrifices of. their own ; they are not even to be paid 
money, but only to be_given the_provisions they need. 
Plato's answer is that we ate not yet in a position to 
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consider this question ; for the present we must proceed 
on the principle on which we started, that each man is 
a part of a whole, the community, and cannot escape 
from that fact; it is futile to ask how we can make the 
part happy without considering the whole... He takes 
a_simple and_ go: illustration | to make his meaning 
clear: if you were painting a statue you would not think 
it artistic, ‘to | paint the eye purple, beeause you thought: 
purple a beautiful colour. And why. 1 not? Because 
beauty is not an abstract thing ; it always means a cer- 
tain quality of something in relation to something 
else; so you cannot start in painting with abstract 
beauty of colour, fortthere is no colour which will not 
look hideous in certain combinations. In this case you 
must start by considering the eye in relation to the 
body. Now apply the same principle to+ happiness. 
People talk as if certain ‘things, fine houses and so forth, 
were absolute] sly worth having ; but they are not abso- 
lately good; whether they are good or not depends en 
who it is that has them. As for our ir Guardians, ‘then, it 
is of_no use to say that as they are the _best men in the 
state they must have the best ‘things. It will not be 
surprising if it turns out (as it does in Book) that they 
“are the happiest of men, but the present point is to fit 
. them for. their function in the community; for it is owing 
to their function in_ the community 7 that they are what 
they are, as the eye is made y what'it whatWit is by” its its function 
in body. : Our. “object, then, is te is to give not to the 
* Guagaians but to the whole state as much happiness 
jas s_ possible. We must leave the happiness of-each class 
to be determined by nature; by which Plato means, 
by*the operation of those principles in the human soul 
1 465 D to 466c. 
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of Wt. sich his state is the expression. The question of theg 
HPP iness of this or that class has in fact no sense until 
y “have determined the functions of the class in the’ 
stat®, If you.take agricultural labourers or potters and 
spub-'them in fine_clothes, and tell them they need not 
work any more, you will not, as we should say, be 
making gentlemen of them, you will simply be unmaking 
ethem .as members of the community; it will no more 
be for their happiness than it will be for the advantage 
of the community ; and the same applies to all classes. 
“ This incidentally introduces to a consideration 4arc to 
of some_of the. duties which, in governing. the state, the “— 
Guardians will haye to discharge@ The application of 
the principle just laid. down to the industrial classes 
makes us aware that it is injurious to them in the dis- 
geharge of +their functions to posgess either too much 
wealth or too little. The former makes them_ indolent, 
the latter destroys their “efficiency. The principle is 
therefore laid down, though the mgans of carrying it out 
are not considered, that the Guardians will have to keep 
both riches and poverty out of the state. 
This raises a difficulty, for is not wealth the strength 422. to 
of the community, which, we must remember, will have 4738 
to fight for its existence with other st&tes? This sug- 
gestion Plato answers by a bitter satire on the present 
condition of Greek States. His citizens will fight against 
theirs as trained hletes against fat plutocrats; for 


though, as this comparison reminds him, the ficir_ young 
men of Greece do often know something of - ind 


other forms of athletics, they are generally, it is imp! ied, 

getting physically degenerate, and they are all ill-trained 

- in the art-of war}. “But what is more important is, that 
1_Cf; Meno, 92 ¢ to 04 D, and Rep. 404 A. 
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2 really united state could divide any one of these states 
of Greece against itself by offering one class the goods of 
another'. Not one of them can really be called a ‘city; 
‘you want a larger name for them, for each contains at 
‘least two cities, one of rich and another of pocr. You 
will hardly find a state, Greek or barbarian, which has 
a force of a thousand fighting men and which forms a 
really united body. 
423¢tom To preserve the unity of the state, the Guardians will 
not only have to keep out excessive wealth and poverty, 
they will have to see that the state remains at its proper 
level of population. It must neither be too great to be 
really united, nor too small to be able to supply its ow 
needs adequately. Harder still, they have to take can 
, that the system upon which the social classes are divided 
lis mainta tajpe ied upon the. basis..of merit, and not of birth 
solely. 
423 E to These, Plato says ironically, are easy tasks for the 
Ao8 ee Guardians: ; then, dropping the irony, he declares that 
- all these things will be comparativel easy to them if the 
one essential thing, education, m intained. If they 
‘have « oncé beet educated in | the: ‘prizcipte Qf devotion 
to the community, they will easily, recognize the con- 
sequences of that principle, In enlarging -upon this 
text Plato expresses an idea which we very séldom find 
in him, that of a natural tendency to progress; if the 
constitution is once started upa tright basis and with 
a right spirit, it will go on with weeumulating force, like 
a wheel increasing its speed as it rung_\‘The gurd- 
house of the Guardians must then be built ‘in povosk} ; 
without that, legislation is useless. In a strong, para- 
1 doxical way he tells us that the fashions of music can 
1 Cf Thucydides, III. 82. : 
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-nowhere be changed without consequences of the gravest, 
importance to the state. (The spirit of lawlessness grows: 
from_tiny .beginnings. When ‘it begins to appear in: 
music; it may do no harm at first, but it gradually filters. 
into the minds of men and becomes in time a great 
subversive force. The utmost care, therefore, must be, 
‘taken that even the amusements of our Guardians shall 
be instinct with the spirit of law TT 

[Plato’s belief that changes in the fashion of popular 
music are signs of great political change seems exagge~ 
rated merely because it is stated so simply. A modern, 
writer would establish the connexion between these 
things at greater length, but the idea is certainly not 
foreign to modern thought. It cannot be doubted that 
great political changes have their precursors, if we could 
only see them, in trifling changes of this order; }and 
after the event of a great revolution, people often set 
themselves to study these precursory symptoms, as 
M. Taine has done in writing about the Ancien Régime 
and the French Revotution. But the mental and moral 
state of a populatién of millions cannot be observed in 
the same way’ as that of a small independent community 
in Greece might have been. If a community something 
like a University were an independent state, it would 
abe fe Jore true than it is now that every change 
an sued fthings as-musical taste was a thing to take 
account of; and in a state like Athens a few prominent 
speople, such as Alcibiides, who adopted new fashions, 
could Broduee*a change ‘which was very noticeable and 


ver} important : 
lato next tells us, in accordance with what he has 425 to 
_just said, that it is not .worth his while as a political sata 


1 Cf, Laws, HIS zoo a sqq., and VII. 797 4 sqq- 
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philosopher to go into the details of legislation upon . 
any subjects which he has not yet dealt with. i Among 
the subjects of legislation he mentions not only matters 
of police, commetce, and political organization, but 
matters of social behaviour, dress, acts of politenéss, 
and the like. In a state like Sparta, though there was 


» 


little written Jaw, nearly all such things were regulated _ 


by custom, which had the force of law. All these 
i questions of legislation, he says, will settle themselves 
tif only the Guardians casry out the laws he has already 
laid down upon the subject of education. - If, on the 
contrary, the right spirit has not -been created by educa- 
tion, no legislation on minor matters will cure the evils 
of the state. There remains one subject of legislation 
which he has ot dealt with, which does vitally concern 
education, and that is ceremonial religion (427 8). This, 
however, is a matter he does not understand ; all ques-_ 
tions about it must be settled by the oracle at ’ ‘Delphi, 
the mdrpios egnyyrjs—the interpreter of divine things to 
the Greet nation's This is an illustration of how con- 
servative Plato was, though i in ‘matters of religious belief 
he was unsparingly revolutionary. -.</ 

{The mention of political legislation leads him to 
satirize the legislative reformers of his“own time (425 E 
sqq.). They always act upon the idea that the prin- 
ciple of the constitution must not be touched, but that it is 
a good thing to be constantly tinkering the constitution 
in details. According to Plato, the one thing necessary 
is to change existing political institutions radically in 
their principle and in their spirit, and when that is once 
done to keep them as they are; the legislative reforms 


4 This is what the epithet wdrpros implies; the word for an ancestral 
institution of the Athenian people would be marpgos. 
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that statesmen now deal in are all of them quack médi- 
cines.} The thought and the metaphor are the same as 
in the chapter of Past and Present (‘Morrison's Pills’ 
in which Carlyle satirizes the reformers of his day. VA 
If we ask what is Plato’s principle in all that he here- 

* says of legislation, v we find at first a paradoxical result ; 
he would leave untouched .all the things about which 
we legislate ; he would legislate about things which no 

_ one would think of asking Parliament to settle, for the 
‘Taws? (425 E), which he says it is important to make, 
roncern the great principles of education, the principles 
which should regulate artistic production, and the like. 
According to him, the function of government as a: 
legislative power is to lay down certain general and, 
elementary principles of Jife, and to establish a social: 
Hos (character) which people shall take’ in_as naturally 
as the air they breathe. If that be done, legislation 
on the details which our legislation touches will be 
superfluous, as merely formulating and putting on parch- 
ment what everybody naturally does) If that be not 
done, legislation is ineffectual, as merely altering. little 
points in life and leaving untouched the spirit within. 
Aristotle is quite“at one with Plato in maintaining that; 
the great problem for statesmen is to keep up a certain, 
character among the citizens’. Itis difficult to apply 
that idea to a modern state, because the function, 

- legislation in a modern state is different and its s 
more limited than in ancient Greece, where the 
which now separate law and custom, governmy 
public opinion, had not been drawn as the” 

' However important questions of what w~ 
may be, it cannot be denied that of the “ 

+ Aristotle, Politics, 1310 a, Ig- ee 
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things in life comparative#P little is touched by Parlia- 
mentary measures ; and it is an admitted principle with 
us, that government must keep its hands off many things 
which are of vital importance in the life of the nation. 
“ On the other hand, what we call ‘ public opinion’ does 
to a great extent perform the functions which the Greeks, 
unlike us, attributed to legisfation: / We differ from Plato 
and Aristotle not in our view of what is fundamentally 
important to the community, but in the line we draw 
between things with which the state can interfere to 
advantage, and things which it should leave alone. 
Every age and every country must draw-that line dif- 
ferently, and though we are never likely to assign 
to the. legislature proper such duties as the Greeks 
would, there will always be an opposition between 
those wha deprecate every attempt to regulate life by 
legislation, and those who would say, Let legislation do 
as much for the improvement of life as it can. There is 
.a feeling among us which is expressed in the formula, 
that the object of al ‘should be ultimately to 
make legislation superfluous ;_ it may be said that the 
more perfect a state of society is, the less it will need 
laws and the more will a few elementary principles suffice 
for it. On the other hand, there is a feeling that in a free 
Sommunity the amount of things that can be regulated 
_| by law is a great test of the general morale; it 
Id indicate a very high morale in a community that 
ould allow a great part of its life to be governed by 
id down by.the wisest people in it. The force of 
sprinciples is recognized in Plato, ~~ 
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etymologically, manliness). (1 we want to know whey’ 
a state is brave we must look at its army, not ' %o 
the soldiers are the only brave people in the cor Kir 
“but because it is only through their conduct 42 st 
scourage or cowardice of the community can be manif~ 
From the external manifestation of courage, hov 
Plato at once turns -to its inward nature, and def 
in a surprising way, not as bravery in the field of 
, but as the preservation under.all gircumstances of 
\jopinion as to what is, and what js not, to be feare 
a former passage (413) he has already described ex 
the same quality that he here calls courage; he there 
enumerated the influence under which a man is likely to 
give up the beliefs that he holds; the young Guardians 
were to be tested as to their power of holding fast under 
all these influences the belief (8éyya or 8éfa) that the 
interest of the community is supreme. Here we are 
--told that they must have held fast under all influences 
a right opinion (ép6% défay as to what is to be fearec 
(8ewdy). Aewdy means anything calculated to excite 
fear, and the typical dewdy is death ; but thete are many 
other things that we naturally shun ; all,forms of pain or 
deprivation of pleasure are in their degree to be feared. 
(Courage accordingly, the power of resisting fear, is not 
j confined to the one form of bravery in battle. That is 
yits typical form, but such bravery is ultimately based 
{ upon the power of sticking to what one believes to be 
fright,”and of holding in their proper estimation the 
things that might make one shrink from one’s duty. 
* This, then, is courage.) For the state to secure servants 
who possess this courage great care is necessary. Just” 
as a dyer, if he wishes a wool #@ take the right colowk 
and to hold it, must choose the ght material carefully 


L 
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. and take pains in preparing it for dyeing, so we must 
first choose the right nature to train for our purpose, and 
then take gredt pains in preparing it by early education, 

_in order that afterwards, by the process of obedience to 
“the law, the belief which the law exp-esses may sink into 
it past washing out.“ From this courage of the citizen 
Plato distinguishes the courage of the brute and the 
slave, which do not express any such character as he has 
described ; they are ngt the result of education, but are 
blind and irrational, and not subservient to law. In 
_leaving the subject, he indicates that his account of 
courage is not final, and dges not tell us all that complete 
courage would involve. AWhat does this mean? Courage, ' 
as he has here described it, implies an authority which | 
imposes the belief that is to be preserved; and there 
must be a kind of courage which shows itself in holding 
fast beliefs which result from one’s own reason and 

“-conviction. Such a virtue is briefly described lates, 
(486 A, B). Giarting, then, from a narrow conception off 
courage, Plato widens it to include everything that w 
should call moral courage, and represents the courage of 
the soldier as a particular instance of this more genera 
moral principle. ) 
calls virtues ‘powers’ (Surduets). One is apt to think 
of virtues as abstractions, or as, so to say, appendages 
hung on to a man. He emphatically represents them 
as forces, powers to do something; a man of great: 
virtue in Greek means a man with a great power of: 
doing certain things. 

l (The next vise (430D to 4328), ‘self-control ? 
Kerwppootyn), hbs been implied in the constitution of the 
state, with its distinction between higher--=¢_ lower 
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\ ; 
orders and the recoghition by the citizens generally that 
this is a right distinction. Appealing to the popular 
usage of the word, Plato finds that gédppav means 
&stronger than oneself’ (xpefrrwy atrod), or, as we might 
say, master of oneself. This phrase{seems a contradiction’ 
in terms. It can only be explained by the conception 
"that the self is not sigaple but complex, and that there 
jis in it a superior and an inferior part) In using the 
phrase we imply that one part of the self ought to rule’ 
the other.) Tutning to society, where do_we, find_this 
self-control showing itself ona great scale? { We find that 
the superior elements in the soul are chiefly developed 
jin the minority who are fit to rule, and the inferior 
{chiefly in the masses.) For a state to 0 be: called self- 
tcontrolled there must be a distinction of the naturally 
superior and the naturally inferior, and the former must 
rule. But this is not enough; (there must also be.. 
agreement (éuévora) between the classes, ad a general . 
‘recognition that this. Gonstitution is right.) The inferior 
might be subordinate,without this #greement; but a 
really self-controlled community like our state is unani- 
mous as to who should rule and‘ who obey. (We may 
then call self-control, whether as seen in the public life 
of the state, or as seen in the way an individual man 
gulates the different parts of his own nature{a sort_of 
Peso or symphony, because the essence .of it is 
a unity of different.elements ; and we cannot say that it 
‘resides in any one class of the community more than in 
the rest, any more than in a’ concord the eres: reais 
in one particular note. 
7 Lastly (4328 to 434D), what # is: s ination? Really, 


Socrates exclaims, the priaciple of - pistice “beens 
tein I ahout before our feet for. som time : 
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very beginning of our examination o of society a principle 
began t to O appear, at first in its ec in its economic form, afterwards 
in a more jore general form, that _e each n man s should devote, 
himself t to that one function in the state for which he 
“was 3 by nature best fitted. That principle in some form 
must t be justice) Popular language confirms this idea by. 
representing it as typical of the just man that he ‘does 
his own business’ (73 4 atrod mpdrrewv). But to establish 
this we must ask what element of goodness remains in 
the state after we have eliminated from consideration 
the other thyee virtues, for the remaining element must 
be justice. here remains that which enables the other 
virtues to exist and maintains them in ee it 
is the principle which has just been indicated ema 
perhaps explain what Plato_means_in_the following 
way ‘One can imagine a community in which there was 
a spirit of intelligence, hardihood, and of general agree- 
~ ment ; (but unless the Slasses and the individnal citizens 
of that community had’ in addition t g--Rower to do, 
each of rach of them, thei their o1 own duty a: ncentrate them- 
selves on their own on their own. a work, intelligence would not-develop' 
nto wi wisdom or ¢ or governing capacity, nor lgrdihond sate 
seipli courage, an to gene 


nt would remain & tendency an anid not produce_a a really 


an jimous state. (Justice, in “Plato's sense, is is the Bor ven 




















ime 


Fa brave man; if a man in 
\bordinate position i is just, he of course accepts and 
ntaing authority, or is ‘self-contralled.’ (Justice thege-4 
, though it has. been_spoken.of as one among « other! 
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eally the Lapdition of the existence of all the virtue 
vach of them is a particular 7 manifestation of the spirit 


of justice, which takes different forms. ‘according | to 
n's function in the community. In modern phrase 


ft a equivalent to sense of duty] = 

oPlato proceeds to confirm himself in his idea of the 
nature of justice. {The quality that has just been de- 
scribed as justice is certainly fit to compete with any 
other virtue in its beneficial results to the community.4 
Again, this quality corresponds with the principle upon 
which it is acknowledged that justice should be ad- 
ministered by judges; this is that every man should 
have what is Properly his own | whi is a particular 
application of 1d ra abrod mpdrrew. diosty, we cannot 
imagine a greater harm to the state than a thorough carry- 
; ing out of the o osite of this principle (rokumpaypoowr), 
‘which * “would mean that every one neglected_his ows 
business ess and meddled with that of others), Apparently 
then, if we take What is implied By | popu ar phrases, the 
idea that justice means doing your own work and not 
«meddling with what belongs to athers, and if we apply 
zthis idea in its deeper sense, we shall find in it the 
t principle that we were seeking for. 3}. 

2 Plato, however, will not yet pronounce finally wt 
justice ig. Retaining this idea, we turn to the analy 
of the individual soul to see whether the same concet* 
will apply. If it Goes we shall take it to be true’ 

tof the virtues that are fourtd. in a_well-governed s: 
ihas a an external and a an “internal. a) Each expre: 
certain observable facts about the public life of 
community ;) Swe can see whether or not ther* is - 
governing capacity, military efficiency, public una 
and a general tendency for all classes to perfor. 
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own social functions. (On the other hand, aoe virtue 4 
expresses a state of mind or feeling, on t part “of! 
certain persons, underlying a and producing these facts. p 
This is what interests} Plato_most, and. this is is_the# 
meaning of the“ “question, V What is is justice in the “soul 2), 
He wishes to continue his “analysis of a good com- 
rnunity till he finds its its ultimate roots in_ human. natucef! 
Che “showing me these “public v depend _upont 
Seertain in. psych gical conditions “in the - members of 
the. 'e community. } 

The connexic y pee be shown by_an analysis of the 
ar In this Plato develops the psychological view, of | 
which we have already seen something in his treatment J 
of education. (He begins (435 B) by enquiring what are 
the different forms of soul, or “parts of the ‘soul, present 3 
in éach individual T man). What is the exact "oid 
from which he starts in this enquiry, and what place| 
does it take in the development of the argument| 
of the Republic? {Analysis of society has alzeady 


shown (us) that thers eS até three main” social“ function~ 
Ree : 0 
otective and 


the di liberative “OF governing, the “of governing, 
cutive, and the een? 
has been seen to depend v” 
kept distinct and upon,eac 
Can we discover any deeper 
of society ? Is_ the distrib 

on the constitution of bait 
“not find that the right per 
part of society is depender 
formance of function on 
dividuals)and that jiistice 

we have’so far seen the 
between certain kinds 
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expression of corresponding relations between certain 

elements in the sou! of man? ustice, Plato lays down, 

must be the same so far as_its form goes’ (or, as we 

should say, must be in principle the same), whethe whether 

it_is manifested in the state or in a single man; ns phat 
is to say, we may expect to find in the right perform- 
, ance of function by the soul some similar principle to 
i that which Soo right performance of function 
\ by the state’)] : 

In beginning this discussion Plato “tells us that he 
is dissatisfied with the nfethod by which he is seeking 
qe define’ justice, and further on in the Republic he comes 
back to this passage (504A sq.). However, the he method 
is in_accordance with that of other ier parts of the book ; 
it consists partly in appealing to popular conceptions, 
refining on them and developing them, partly in apply- 
ing a preconceived principle of his ownjby which he 
criticizes them. (In_ the first place, he; tells us, it_is 
fa truism that the character of a natio: rT a state 1s ‘the 
“haracter_ of individual men. in it. Jy Men belonging to 

“rious” nations, as, which came within the field of his 
tion LC-—~-—. Sevthians and Thracians, Phoeni- 

ibit thé dispositions and the 
ch. are the’marks of the 

tate.is composed. (The real . 

in the various activities or” 
are characteristic of parti- 
tations, the whole soul is 
part of the soul.) What 
‘On__so jmprnat ts ir it 

. was-tqual ly i iavol a: i 

ach of which is specially 

€ one social class), the’ 
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question would arise whether any one soul could’ not 
equally well be employed upon. any one of these social 
functions, and whether any one man could not equally 
well be a governor or a soldier or a trader. (The whole 
structure of society, as Plato conceives it, is based upon 
‘the fact that the. activities “in question are activities of 
-différent ‘ parts” of the soul, and that, though sh’ of 
these parts is present in_a degree in every man, the 
different parts are very differently developed in different} 
sas.) 
({To_determine ‘this question Plata first (436 B sq.) lays 
down a general principle, which is an application_of 
what is sometimes called the Law of Identity and Con- 
tradiction,Jand which he formulates thus:' the same 
thing cannot act or be acted upon in the same part of it 
and at the same time'in opposite ways. To apply 
this to the ul ; do we find in it certain forms of 
action or reaction taking ‘place at the same time 
and towards the same thing, which are mutually ex- 
clusive and opposite to one other? Appetite generally, 
he answers, may be defined as a form of assenting to 
‘ something, drawing something to ourselves, or reach- 
ing out towards something ; if, then, we ever find in 
the soul an activity, the direct opposite to this, mani- 
fested at the same time and’ in regard to thessame 
object, we must infér that there are two different 
agents present, two different forms,of soul. Now as 
a matter of fact we are familiar with this phefigmenon. 
(We often find ourselves, for example, desiring to_drinl 
and at the same time reflecting that it is better not to, ani 
‘we must.conclude that the element of desire or appet 
(@6upla, or rd embupnrixdy) which ‘attracts us “to. the, 
drink, and the element of reason (73 Aoyiorixéy, or § 
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Aoyi€erat } Wox7) which holds us back from it, are two 
distinct parts or forms of the soul.) 4?” \ 
(«So far the observation of admitted’facts has led.us to 
distinguish two forms of psychical activity, appetite and 
son. Can we further say that what we have already 
"Galled ‘ spirit! (@ouds or Ovpoeidés or $ Ovpotpela) is a third 
‘form distinct from oe E sq9.)? Plato observes 





appetite, he is‘angry with himself and with the appetites 
which have made him go wrong 3) men have been heard 
ito swear at their appetites at the moment of yielding 
to them ; whereas when a man follows an appetite which 
she thinks he is right in following, he feels no such anger. 
(Further, he observes that when a man thinks that he is 
in the wrong and’ has to suffer for it, the he nobler his 
naftire the’ less tre“is capable of feeling indi digmation oi 
conversely, , if He fe thinks he is unjustly treated, _ the nobl 
‘his nature the more his blood boils))( These facts. lead 
ato a double conclusion : first, that ‘ Spirit,” which is. that 
il in us with which we feel anger, is not_con convertible w with 
i any_form oT appetite ; 3 secondly, ‘that. there is a sort 
of~natural affinity between ‘spirit’ and the better self« 
-=Hét indeed” that it is never wrong, but that it has 
“a naturat tendency to side with reason rather than with 
Appetite. On the other hand, it is t is Obvious that 
is not convertible with reason, “for.w® sometimes find 
‘it rebuked by reason, and we alsq. find it present in 
-a high degree in children and in the lower animals, }.5 
(his passage (4358 to 441 C) is sometimes appeale 









” [There followed in the lectures a discussion of difficulties in the argu- 
ment leading to this conclusion ; but the passage has been omitted, as it - 


was not found possible to repréduce it with the necessary exactness,—Ep. }’” 
th wi 
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to as the one complete and. author! oritativesstatement of 
Pi auto's. ‘psychology It is not_so; it is only a link in 
the argument, and brings out a single point, the incon- 
vertibility of certain psychical functions.) What those’ 
functions are is not completely stated here, but must? 
be gathered from the whole of the Republic; and thei 
clearest and, on the whole, most satisfactory statement 
‘on the subject is at the end of Book IX. (((2) We find 


that at Plato's $ conception of of. ‘spirit’ ‘covers* three_ 2 great 
facts | which seem to him to have a common source, 
First, it. is the fighting. seme in man, which makes 
him resist ‘aggression, , and_als 
“Secondly, it is something in 

“‘but_seeming to have an nity with. his. co 
‘which_ma stice, and again 
‘leaves ives hima coward when he feels himself_in_ the 
wrong. “Thirdly (in Book “TX), ‘it_is_ th is _that_ which 
makes, _a man. competitive and ambitious. “G) ) The 
rational part, ‘ofthe soul 1 (here called rd doytoriRdy, 
and elsewhere generally 7 To duddcopor) has two s two totally 
different functions. It is intelligence, the element in 


man which enables hint ‘to 


Plato’s ‘mind “this is is inseparably 






















Ship J 
at onnected with a. “form 
) of love (which is what the g:Ao- in 1 guddaopov indicates} 


The philosophic ele element, as it it first appears in Book II 
is something in man which ich makes him fond of w what he 
understands, ‘and again makes_} him. “want tot ‘stand 
what he is attracted to. Accordingly in Boo Til it_is is 
this which makes man capable of, understanding. Jiteras 
~ ture and“art, and makes him love. what, is beautiful. ;_the 
understanding d the attraction go together, It is 
ithis again which folds society togetl ‘attracting men 
te ‘one another and enabling | them. to. understand. one 
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another (we also associate these two things together; 
to like a person you must understand him, and to under- 
stand him you must like him or sympathize with him). 
“In Books VI and VII the same element in man is the 
source of science and philosophy ; these arise from the” 





fact that “there is something in “man which draws him 
to nature and makes him want to understand it, or that, 
in other words, there is a sort of affinity between the 
sovand nature. ( In the Present pagsage the philosophic 
element or reason is described merely as something 
awhich fs found in cértain cases to oppose certain kinds 
of appetite. (c) The appetitive part of the ‘soul “here” 
consists in what we should call bodily appetites, afd 
the desire for wealth (436 A) as the means of satisfyiig 
them”, 7 = 

& When Plato suggests that a difficulty might be raised 
on the ground (apparently) that appetite or déesite Gs for 
something good and therefore is never unqualified attrac- 
‘tion to the particular object desired, he is on the point 
of passing from ém@vula in this narrower sense, which 
is best conveyed by our word ¢ appetite, to émévula in the 
wider sense of any desire, any consciousness of a want, 
Making the word in this latter sense it is difficult to 
Bpply the opposition between reason and desire on which 
he bases his conclusions, (in every desire there is an, 
element of rational actyity and in the most. reasonable: 
Sfredion of our activities there is an element of desire. 
| So. we may say that the real-conflict is nt between reason 
‘ siré as such, bit beiw en different kinds 
and accordingly in Book IX we find that 
ach of the three forms of soul has its own special 
M€suula, Plato, however, generally keeps tothe nar- 


1 Cf. LX. 580 D, E. 
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THE PRINCIPLE OF Justice 


. 
between different ‘parts of his nature; and by a self-,, 
controlled “state we mean one _in which social. order | 
is not merely preserved by the army and police, but 
rests Upon general agreement. i 

hj -in_all relations of life’ in } 


elements of his nature are doing their own busine: 

so far, that is, as he is really one man and not man: 

and a state is just when it a united whole, in whic 

each class is set upon doing that which (looking. 

interests of the community at are it can a 

Thus the virtues of the state, which are the mod 

action of the citizens in their public capacity, are, 

| traced to their source, the expression of a ¢ 

| condition of their souls, which Plato calls ‘justice 

ig soul, And further, this_inward condition of the 
“and the constitution of society, which is* its o 

a expression, are so far one in principle that each c 

in the proper discharge of function b: — pa 

a si 

Under all the forms' which the argument in the ia 

Books of the Republic takes, the chief object in 

Plato is interested is to work out this conception | 

healthy constitution of the soul. . 
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VIII COMMUNISM AND DIGRESSION 
ON USAGES OF WAR 


{ Republic, V. to 471 ¢.} 


Books V to VII form ggection of the Republic which 
is clearly distinguished Wg subject-matter from what 
comes before and after, and is described at the beginning 
of Book VIII as having been a digression. Some 
critics have thought that these Books were written later 
than those that follow them, and were inserteq, into the 
original work, because it would be possible to read 
straight on from the end of Book IV to the beginning 
of Book VIII without noticing any break in the subject 
or any great difference in the philosophy or psychology. 
The tone of Books V to VII is also different from that 
of the previous Books. There is more bitterness, a deeper 


« conviction of the evils which beset mankind, and a 


stronger feeling of the difficulty of reform. Socrates is 
represented as feeling at every step that he is in digect 
antagonism to public opinion, as almost afraid to say 
what he has to say, and yet as convinced and prepared 
to face the scepticism and ridicule with which he knows 
he will be met. It is impossible to prove any theory 
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as to how Plato composed his work, nor does it matter 
so long as it is clear that there is a real logical connexion 
between the subjects of the different parts. It is con- 
ceivable that the first four Books were published first, 
and that criticisms which fastened on the most obviously 
paradoxical suggestions in them induced Plato to work’ 
out at fuller length the consequences of his conception 
of an ideal state. But it is quite possible also that 
Plato intended from the first to compose the work in its 
present form. There are in the earlier Books indications 
of his feeling that thére was a great deal more to be said 
about certain points that he raised by the way, In 
a modern book a writer might announce his intention 
of treating his subject first in a general and superficial 
manner, not because he wags unaware of the consequences 
to which his principles led, but because he preferred to 
reserve till a later stage a fuller discussion of those con- 
"sequences : writing as Plato does in a dramatic way 
he brings in again at this point certaintpersonages of 
the dialogue, and makes them criticize the procedure 
of Socrates and ‘insist on his returning to a point which 
~ needs further working out, 

© show the connexion between Book V and the 
efffier Books, we t sum up the results: that have so 
far been reached Plato has been seeking to discover 
the principle, if there is one, by obeying which human 
life in society will become the best that it canbe.) He, 
has found it in the fact that on the one hand no soul is’ 
self-sufficient, but each requires the help of society, and 
on the other hand every soul can contribute something to 
the social whole of which it forms part. (It results from 


~. | See, for example, 414 A, 435 D: and see Book VY. 450 _B, 453 ¢, 
472 A, 473 Ej Book VIL 497 ¢, D, 502 E, 504 A, B, obs ee 
M2 
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this that (t (the ideal of human society is a calfsetion of 
souls so organized that each may contribute its best to 
the whole and get from the whole what it most wants; 
everybody in such a society would do what he was best 
fitted to do, and ‘the result would be that everybody ™ 
would do both what was best for himself and what was 
best for others. [is principle upon which such a society” 
‘would be base Js according to Plato, that in which 
justice consists. “His perfect state is substantially, the 
same in its conception as St. Paul’s perfect Church or 
perfect spiritual community, and eagh represents his ideal 
\ under the figure of a perfect human body (462 C). 

The particular point, in the description of @ state 
based on this principle, which forms the connexion 
between Books IV and V is the proposed community 
of wives, accompanied here by the proposal of _com- 
munity of pursuits between men and women. (it has 
been laid down in a cursory way (423 E sq.) that sthe 
family along with private property would cease to exist 
among the guardians of the ideal community, and this, 
it now appears, was meant to imply further that men 
and women Should both take part in the public life of the 
community) Paradoxical a as this suggestion is, it is not 
thrown out ‘casually ; it is simply the most startling of the 
consequences which to Plato himself seem to follow from 
the principle which governs the ideal community. /The 
ideal community would be one which was literally’and 
indeed a community (xowwvla), and every member of it 
would be absolutely a partaker in it (gatievds) ; he would 
yhave nothing private (Tov); he would not be content 
with ‘doing certain external acts of a common life, but 
i éwould literally feel that he was one with other men In 
Sf —>on this point, community of wives, as deservip 
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further discussion, Plato is forcing himself to carry out 
his fundamental principle in detail and to the fullest 
consequences which, he thinks, can be drawn from it, 
(But Book V goes on to a subject which has little 
apparent connexion with this. {The divisions of the Book 
‘correspond with three difficulties which Socrates has 
to face in succession, three ‘ waves, each more over- 
whelming than the one béfore ‘it. (ne first difficulty » 
is to show that men and women should have the samef 
education and partake in the same public functions 
(451 C sqq.); the second, that the family as it now exists 
should cease to exist ‘amongst the highest classes, andj 
that they should form instead one family (457 B sqq-); the 7 
third, that the salvation of society, and its only salvation, 
lies in the sovereignty of philoso 473 B sqq.))“The 
simplest way of expressing what is meant by this last 
contention is to say that{human life would be,as.nearly 
ideal as it is capable of being, if it were regulated by, 
the best possible knowledge on all subjects, and that; 
it follows from this that the id@al-of society would. be; 
realized if statesmanship were combined with the most ! 
profound knowledge. |¥We should observe that Plato 
speaks of this idea as one that he has had before him 
all along but has been afraid to express ; it is the ulti- 
mate consequence of the principle upon which the ideal 
state was based. |(ffe\speaks also as if there was a close 
connexion in his mind between this idea and that of 
communism ; so that the three ‘waves’ of the argument 
form one serieg2}.One naturally wonders at first what 
connexion theré is between the two subjects. The con- 
nexion in Platg’s mind’ is an idea that if society were 
governed by real knowledge and if men saw clearly 
what their real interest is, they ‘would see that thc, 
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could only live at their best by living a perfectly 
common life. | He finds in the constitution of human 
nature something which makes common life possible to 
man; and this is the highest thing in man, that which 
makes him human and that also in whickyhe partakes of 
the divine !, the philosophic element.) The more it, pre- 
dominates the better; its complete predominance over 
the lower elements in man would involve a perfectly 
common life, and, conversely, perfect community would 
only be possible through its complete predominance. 
‘To look at the matter from the other side, all the evils 
of life appear to him to arise from selfishness; and 
selfishness is simply seeking one’s own satisfaction in the 
wrong way, seeking it in the lower instead of the higher 
elements of one’s naturea/(Unselfishness, which enables 
a man most completely to live a common life with 
others, is one and the same thing with the predominance 
of the philosophic element, the highest element in 


man’s own soul.}{ Thus communism and the sovereignty 


of philosophy,} which together form the subject of this 
Book, (appear together to Plato as the ultimate conse- 
‘quences of the principle upon which his ideal state is 
based. 

al may notice at once two aspects of the general 
idea which is in Plato’s mind, when he makes this 
proposal that philosophy should by some means be 
made sovereign in the state. a) The philosophic ele- 
ment, which is in the first place that which enables 
man to understand and to live with his fellows, is also 
what we sometimes call the ‘speculative element,’ the 
instinct of free thought which makésmen wish. to get 
to the bottom of things. To a certain limited extent 





* Cf LX. 588 p and 589 p. 
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this exists in every man, and without it he would not 
be a human being; byt in the majority it is present only 
in a subordinate form.| It enables them, perhaps, to 
obey certain precepts of reason which society has taught 
them, and to feml that they are right in obeying them. 
But it only exists ina few people as a really philosophic 
or speculative impulse. It is clear that Plato was very 
deeply impressed by the evils resulting from the aber- 
ration of this impulse in the men in whom it is by nature 
strongest. [ir wrongly developed, he believes it is the 
greatest instrument of destruction in society ,the majority 
of men do-no great good and no great harm in the world, 
those who do great evil do so by reason of a perversion 
of the philosophic element in them. The good of man- 
kind requires that this, which is inherently the best thing 
in human nature, should not be allowed to become 
a destructive force, but should be enlisted in the service 
of man.| It has already been attempted, in the ideal 
state, fo enlist the artistic instinct and the fighting 
instinct in that service; let the power of thinking, a 
_still more potent force in the world, be so enlisted too. 
\6) Again, the philosophic element in man answers to 
Syhat we should call the ‘spiritual’ element; And mediaeval 
and modern analogies fo thé idea of a state ruled by 
philosophy may be found in the idea of a ‘spiritual’ 
state, which has been entertained, though in different 
senses, by many people. [One result of this idea at its 
best was the mediaeval Catholic Church, and in England 
in the seventeenth century many men had the idea of 
a state in which religfon should Jiterally ruler} 
f the particular consequences which the true idea 
the state seemed to Plato to involve, the form of 
communism which he advocates is the most remarkable, 
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' With regard to this, we, ai en against the mis- 
‘understanding _ that SOF eans to him the: 
sacrifice of the individual rs we have seen, the simple: 
and inevitable result of the conception of a  coiteonsently 
in thé real sense of the word seems to him to be that 
the individual should lead a—completely_common_life ; 
but he certainly does not think that the individual would 
be sacrificing himself'to the community in leading this 
life. On the contrary, when he demands that the best 
should be done for the community, it is not in order 
that the individual man may be nothing, but in order. 
that he may be the most that he is capable of being. 
"The highest life for each individual is that in which’ the 
“Greatest number of people share, and the lowest that in 
which the least number shar 
Communism has been advocated from many ; different 
points of view. As advocated by Plato, it has hardly 
ything. in common with the’ communism of this, 
century; it is not suggested by the’ evils of poverty,; 
and’ it oniy applies to the highest classes in the state, 
The one point common to all s¥steths of communism 
is, that all profess to- meet certain assumed evils by the 
external regulation of human life im“whole or ‘in large 
part. -#lato | introduces communism as supplementary 
a ive effect to and reinforce that spitit 
which ‘education is to. ‘create’) - Nobody has "msisted 
more than he on the cognparative us@essness of legislae* 
tion when the souls of men are not ia a right state, 
but he also feels strongly the logicalitalpessity that the 
external order of ‘life should be magg§o contribute its : 
utmost to the moral education of m: e have already 
in the earlier Books seen indi@ations pf the'attitude ef 
mind which makes:.him think. that for’ this end the’ 
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abolition of the family is devqutly to be wished for. 
In his treatment of the arts, despite his intense artistic 
“sympathies, he adopts a theory which might easily lead 
to the extirpation of art from human life. (Two feelings; 
- struggle in him, the feeling of what art may do for men,} 
and the fecling of the evil that is often associated with it : 
and the result of the conflict is the idea that art can only} 
be made serviceable in the world by limiting it. In thet 
same way, when he deals with property and the family, 
starting from the idea that the more a man leads a 
common life the higher life he leads, he becomes filled 
with a sense of the enormous evils which attach to these 
institutions (they appear to him as the great strongholds 
of selfishness, Therer can be no doubt that (selfish- 
ness has, in fact, found in these two institutions not its 
cause but its most pernicious expression. To Plato, 
writing in the spirit of an enthusiast for social reform, 
his fact seems to prove that in order to bring about, , 
common life we must cut away these along with all 
Other inducements to selfishness. } Wie 
Two distinct ideas tHerefore are combined in this part 
of the Republic: the: idea that the highest life is a common? 
life and that, so téSsay, in losing himself a man finds 
himself; and the idea that men had better be strippe 
of Ail inducements not to lead this life five latter idea 
“will always attract more attention. There seems to be 
@ perpetual conflict in the world between two feelings. 
One, of which Plato may be considered a type, is that 
the way to bring about an ideal state of things is to go! 
away with all occasions of evil. The other is, that the 
way to make the best of human life is not to begin by 
taking away opportunities of evil, but to use everything 
that human life offers in tHe service of the ideal principie.. 
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whatever we may take it to be. This latter feeling, we 
may say roughly, is represented by Aristotle. It is by 
no means the opposite of idealism ; Aristotle has a more 
ideal conception of human life than Plato. The prin- 
iple of pressing everything in human life into the service 
‘of what is highest is harder to carry out, and it may 
casily sink into a principle of ‘accommodation’ with 
evil, but it is the most ideal conception of life all the 
same, [Plato's theory may be compared with the idea 
upon which monasticism rests, that a man can only 
serve God by avoiding certain temptations which tend 
to prevent him from serving God, and that therefore, 
as it has sometimes been put, a man should live outside 
the world, } Those who hold an opposite view would say 
it is a harder thing and a higher thing to serve God in 
the world. At the same time it must be remembered 
that it zs a harder thing, and there is no doubt that 
people living in the world constantly justify by their 
behaviour those who would seek refuge in monasteries ; 
for they fail to make use of their circumstances in the 
world, Great men have been impressed sometimes by 
the thought that most people make the worst of the 
circumstances surrounding them in ordinary human 
‘society, sometime: by the thought that the only way 
to mend this is to make the best of circumstances, not to 
"evade them. s, 
ier etb ‘1. To come to the various sections of the Book, 
457 B. Plato first discusses the question whether men and 
women are to share in the same egucation and the 
isame pursuits in life. He begins (431C to 452) by 
laying down the principle that this question must be 
i decided with reference to the functions which women 
are qualified to fulfil in the community. The name” 
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Guardians which he has given to the rulers (for it is 
the women of the ruling class alone that he is consider- 
ing) suggests to him the analogy of watch-dogs. In 
their case sex makes no difference to the function for 
which they are employed ;Y 3yis there any good reason why 
it should in the case of human beings? If there is not, 
then women must be trained, for and employed, in aU 
service of the state, like men,)” The consequences may at 
first appear ridiculous and grotesque, but no regard must 
be paid to this feeling ; (everything must give way. to the 
one consideration, of.the. good of the community... This 
is the principle of the Republic from beginning to end. 
Plato is intensely ‘utilitarian’ in the sense that’ he puts 
the good of the community before everything else, and 
we have in this passage the strongest expression of his 
utilitarianism. 

Assuming this principle, we have first to ask (452 E 
to 456C) whether it is possible for men and‘women to 
share in the same occupations, for if it is possible, Plato 
has no doubt that it is expedient._} May he not be con- 
futed upon this point out of his own mouth, since he mi 
all along insisted upon differentiation of functions in th 
state ‘and attributed all evils to the neglect of this 
principle? This argument, he says, though. it. sounds so 
logical, is gay ‘superficially logical, It is a specimen of 
he's art, nét of reasoning but “of wrangling, of the mere 
verbal logic, which sticks to the word: and is verbally 
consistent but disregards real differences of kind. [7 UTo, 
say that men and momen are different and must theretire 
have different pufflic funttions, is like saying that long-} 
naired men and bald men are different and therefore! 
cannot both be shoemakerg}. For ‘different’ is a wide 
and vague term, and the point in question is not whether 
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men and women are different, but (what the particular 
kind of difference between them is, and whether it affects 
their capacity for the functions we have in view.) This 
is a question of fact. Is there, asks Plato, anything 
for which men, as men, and women, as women, are. 
respectively gifted by natare? He answers no;(men in 
general show superiority to women in every pursuit; 
there is a general superiority on their side, but no 
specific natural gift on cither side. If this is so, we 
shall expect to find between woman and woman ‘the 
same varieties of natural endowment as between man 
and man,)some women specially fitted for philosophy, 
some. for war, and so on.) So far then from being 
contrary to nature, the state of things now being ad- 
vocated is the natural one, and the existing state of 
things is unnatural. , 

So much ‘then as to the proposal being possible. As 
to its expediency, Plato argues (456C to 457 B) that 
no one can doubt that it is the interest of the state 
that the women in it and the’ mien in it, should be as 
good as possible, and thatGf a certain course of educa~- 
tion prodyces good men, it will also produce good 
women. Go the studies and pursuits that have been 
prescribed for the rulers must also be followed by 

,their wives. Here Plato repeats the principle from 

“which he started; there is only one thing beautiful, 
that which does good, and gqnly one thing ugly, that 
which does harnih Dee oe 

jLin this discussion the” consideratipn of the rights 
f women,’ the modern aspect of the question, does not 
ppear at all; it is a question solely of their duties td 

i the community; and Plato does not make his proposal 


7 in the interest of women as a class whom he supposes 
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to be wronged, but in the’ interest of the community. 
Whether his proposal would have struck an Atheniarly, 
as favourable to women is doubtful ; it might very likely 
have seemed to be dragging them out of a position in 
which they would rather be left. Hardly any one would 
dispute Plato’s position that the real good of the com- 
munity ought to prevail over every other consideration 
in this matter.{ Most people too would accept his view 
of what the good of the community is; they would; 
agree that the more co-operation there is in a corinne 
and the more every one contributes to the common life, 
the better. The great question is that of the best way 
0 carry out this conception of public good in this case. 
| Plato's view of the way in which men and women can| 
“Co- operate together for the public good is a compara: 
tively narrow view. The main public functions he has 
in view are the deliberative and administrative and the 
military ; but, as it might be put now, there are thousands 
_ of ways of contributing ‘to the service of society besides 
“being a Member of Parliament or a soldier. ] One has, 
then, to distinguish between Plato’s principle and the 
particular application which he makes of it, which is to 
a certajn extent determined by the circumstances of his 
times) His position that the more co-operation there is 
‘between men and women, the better, is igrefragable. As 
to his application of it he has himself told us the point of 
view from which it must bg’ criticized ; we cannot refute 
his conclusion by merely saying that men and women are 
different, we require to consider thoroughly the question . 
in what respect they are different. vi Aristotle, v when he, 
deals with the question, starts from the principle that: 
the difference between men and women is one which, 
: “ndamentally ae their social functions ; they ought™ 


tie 
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.tot to do the same things, but to supplement each other} 
From the point of view which he adopts 2 it may also be 
said that{the analogy of the lower animals to which Plato 
appeals would prove nothing, for even granting that in 
certain kinds male and female are not widely differen-~ 
tiated in character, this is due to the fact that animzls 
are not so highly ‘developed as man; in man, the most 
highly developed animal, the differentiation of the sexes 
is greatest.) w ‘ 

2, The second ‘wave’ of the argument is the dis- 
cussion of the proposal to abolish the family among the 
ruling class. A state family is to be substituted for 
it, and the most important section of the state made 
literally into one great family.~ Here, as often, we are 
1apt to be struck by the incongruity between Plato's 
principle and the machinery by which he proposes to 
realize it. The principle he appeals to is as high a 
principle as a man could have, the machinery makes one 
realize forcibly how barbaric much of Greek civilization 
was *, ut what he says cannot be dismissed with 
a iy by merely saying that the proposal is im- 
possible ; if he does go wrong, it is worth while to 
‘make out where he goes wrong. {He puts forward this 


1 Eth, Nic. VIII. xii. 7. Cf. also Politics, 1264 8, % sq. 

® Hist. An. 608 a, ai. 

* It is not clear whether Plato intended unpromising children and 
children born unlawfully to be put to death. 459 £ seems to mean this, 
but the other references to the matter (460 c and 461 c) are obscure, and 
in the summary given of part of the Republic in the Timaeus, the ex- 
pression sed is rd 8% rity nana els rhy dAAqv A6Opq Biadoréov wbAw (Tim. 
29 A), i. e. they are to be brought up as traders, artisans, &c. It is quite 
possible that in 459.8 7pépew is used in the emphatic sense of educating 
as Guardians and Aufiliaries, as it is in the Traeus (ibidem), and in 
that case the sentence does not imply that their children should be 
destroyed. : * 
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analogy of the lower animals, and asks why we 
not take the same care about the bre ag of 
beings as we do about the breeding of domestic anin 
If the breeding of animals is important, much mor 
is that of men and women. AccOrdingly, he devi 
elaborate system by which the production *h 2 
of children of the ruling class is, ee brought it un 
E state control, and regulated upon stientific princip 
"~~ Nowadays the question’ that Plato raises piers, nd 
eople’s minds very seriously.) It is evid 
onditions under which members of the 
mn are most important, and the evils which 
entire disregardjof this elementary face n 
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ie cing what they jae, to regulate naitiage? Plato 
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would be in any community people so much wet 
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e other people’s lives in ‘sucha matters: 
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different” forms of individuality, or between the 
comprehensive and the mére comprehensive ends 
which a man identifies himself. . There is no, such 


independent of all others. Nor, conversely, is there|= 
a thing as a community which is not a communi 
‘ individuals, or ajeommon life or interest which is 
lived or shared by men and women. \ Nor is individ 
in the true sense ofthe word, dimini hed by particip 
in this common life Orginterest. A public servant 
(eee as’much of himself as he can tc the p 
service does not cease to be an individ ie pu 


miser. When a man so completely throws himselft 


ers, ‘he does not. loge his individuality; rathei 
ividuality becomes’ a greater one. | In this sen 


abolition of individuality, but the raising of it to 
“highest possible pitch through esprit de corps. com 

“Tt would be instructive in this connexion to exa 

, two common expressions, the phrase esprit de bgt 

saying that ‘ corporations have no conde 

~ seems to contradict the notions that we ae es 

is corps. By esprit de corps we na a, 
‘elt and possessed by individual ; a member 

/ regiment who is stimula’ by it dog not feel it td 

something outside himself. ~ we Cs 


NLP, 
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times does in the strength of this spirit things which 
he could never do without it, and when he does so he 
certainly is not losing his individuality. On this fact - 
Plato has seized. He practically says that the ideal 
of human life would be realized if every man lived 
perpetually in the feeling which all men under great 
excitement at great national crises do feel. We may say. 
that this is impossible, but then so is every jdeal, and 
it is none the. less noble an ideal for that. istotle 
+ however says that Plato’s scheme for abolishing the’ 
$ family and re-creating it on a larger scale would not 
‘accomplish the result it aims at at all. It would. not 
really re-create family feeling on a larger scale; the 
family affection which it would -diffuse among members 
of the community would be but a ‘watery affection’ 
(Bapis gidta) 1" This is a true enough criticism, and it 
brings us to the considerations which have made people 
say that corporations have no conscience. It is an 
jundoubted and humiliating truth that when a number 
‘of men act together their sense of responsibility is often 
;weakened instead of being intensified,| Here again the 
fact of acting together with others does not destroy 
a person’s individuality, it simply means that he so far 
assumes a new individuality fin thé supposed case this 
new individuality is lower than his customary indi- 
wviduality, i in the cases mentioned before it is higher. 
“Such observations as ‘Corporations have no conscience, 
“or ‘What is everybody’s business is nobody’s business,’ 
bring. out an important fact—that human nature is 
limited in the degree to which it can really lead a 
common life.| What is more, if human nature is over- 
strained in this way, it does indeed live a common life 











1 Politics, 1262 8, 1g. See also the whole passage beginning 1261 B, 33. 
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in a-sense, butjt does so at the cost of its own higher 
individuality. | When it is said that ‘Plato ignores the 
rights of the individual, the real point is that he has not 
seized upoh this half of the truth.] ‘ 
We may now apply this remark to the particular case 
of the family. There can be no doubt that the various. 
evils which Plato associates with the family are all to’ 
some extent ‘real, He regards the family as the apes | 
of mean and petty selfishness. So it often is} Take for 4 
example what is implied in our word ‘nepotisnz-or 
consider how many of the greatest evils in historyeiive 
been due to dynastic intergsts, which are simply family 
interests on a large sale. | Nowhere does the selfishness 
of man come out more obviously than in matters ioe | 
nected with the institution of the family. But also! 
nowhere does the unselfishness of man come out more 
obviously.) Some of the noblest things that have ever! 
been doné, as well as some of the basest, haye been! 
associated with the love of man and woman or with the} * 
Jove of parent and child. Gn fet fact the individuality. off 
men here asserts _ itself in its ‘Intensest form, both_fo for: 
good and for evil What being so; the problen, raised 
by Plato’s propa is this: there being certain elementary 
and ineradicable instincts in human nature, capable at 
once of being the most selfish and the most unselfish, 
what is the best way to deal with them ahd with the 
institutions which are their result?#Plato says that id 
is best in the first place to remove as far as post 
all opportunities for the selfish develepment of thi 
instincts, and in the sécond place to give them scope int 
such a sphere and on such a scale that they must: b 
unselfish. . We might answer: The latter part of this 
idea is impossible, and the attemp**to carry it out 
N2 
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would only result in the ‘ watery affection’ that Aristotle 
describes; the right way to deal with the instincts which 
create the family is not to attempt to resolve them into | 
something higher, but to make the best of them as they 
are and use them_as a preparation and education for 
something higher :|we cannot make the state a gigantic 
family, but we can make the life of the family a prepara- 
\ tion for the service of the state; for the family may be 
an‘insti@ation in which p#ople learn from their’ earliest 
years an unselfishness which is not limited by the family. } : 

_Aristotle in‘his criticism of Plato’s communism puts 

the most obvious and far-reaching objection when he 
. says that Plato's fundamental fallacy is an exaggerated 
| conception of the virtue of unity. This criticism, how- 
ever, would be expressed more truly by saying that 
Plato has a one-sided and defective conception of unity ; 
he does not realize enough, that unity in human society 
can only be obtained through diversity. The ideal state 
of society would be one in which there was the gréatest 
scope for individual diversity, and in spite of that the 
reatest unity. 

_To return to Plato's demand that the production of 
children should be regulated, perhaps most people who 
thought about it would agree with him that the production 
of children is one of the most importaat factors affecting 
the welfare of the community, that it ought therefore to 
be governed by the best knowledge that can be had 
about it, and that individual members of the community 
ought to feel their responsibility in this more than in 
most things. But Plato goes on to say that the way 
{to accomplish his end is to entrust the regulation of the 
: matter to a few highly trained and all-powerful persons, 
(Now we, on the co“trary, should probably all agree that 
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Plato’s object can only be accomplished in one way, 
| namely, by the diffusion throughout the community of 
i that knowledge and that sense of responsibility which 
' Plato would have concentrated in a few people, is of 

course could only be a matter of slow gown 

At this point in the argument there foliows a igression 466.p to 

upon the usages of war, by which Socrates evades for #77 

a time the question whether such a state of society as he 

has sketched is possible. He first describes howthildren 

are to be brought up to. be soldiers (466 D to 467 E), and 
then treats of the bearing of citizens towards one another 
and towards their enemies (468 A to 471 C). There are 
bere several curious anticipations of mediaeval chivalry. 

Young people are to serve as squires; love is made 

a motive to military prowess; poetry is to be the 

handmaid of war; and there is a general fusion’ of 

sentiment and policy?. ‘Aggin, hero-worship, to which 
emphatic recognition is giver, takes the form of a regular 
canonization of great men, in which the Delphic oracle 
may be said to take an analogous position to the Church, 
as the ultimate authority. .The Delphic oracle is pro- 
minent in the Republic; Plato conceives it to be a centre 
of unity to the Greek race, and one of the agencies which 
counteract its disintegration. Here the oracle is made 
to regulate to some extent the usages of war®. Plato 
lays down that-no one is ever’ to allow himself to be 
taken alive in battle, and that any one who disgraces 
himself in battle is to be degraded to a lower social 


1 Cf especially 468 8 with 458 £ (‘We will make the nuptial union as 
sacred as it can be, and it will be most sacred when it is most useful’). 

2 Thue. V. 11. 

® Of such canonization as Plato speaks of there is a famous historical 
instance in the worship of Brasidas at Amphipolis. 
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class, As to the treatment of enemies, no Greek, he 
insists, ought ever to be enslaved by a Greek. He 
has in mind throughout the unity of the Greek race, 
and the natural antagonism of Greece as a whole to 
“the barbarians. This feeling determines his attitude 
towards the usages of war, and makes him forbid not 
only the enslavement of Greeks but other usages which 
tend to perpetuate and intensify enmity between Grecks, 
the offering of arms in temples, the ravaging of the land, 
and the burning of houses. The war of Greeks against 
' Greeks should be regarded not as legitimate war but 
as civil (ordots)1, for the Greeks are one race. What 
he says reminds us that, as we find in Thucydides, 
the Peloponnesian War acquired, as it went on, more 
and more of the character of a social war betweth 
class and class, and that horrible results followed from 
this. Some of the principles which Plato lays down 
appear to have been recognized by the Spartans. The 
spoiling of the dead beyond a certain point was for- 
bidden; so in Plutarch’s Apophthegmata Laconica® 
we have a saying, attributed to Lycurgus, which closely 
resembles what Plato says upon the subject. The 
Spartans also differed from the rest of Grecce in not 
hanging up arms as offerings in tem’ples, which again 
is the subject of a saying of Cleomenes in the Afo- 
phthegmata Laconica*. *The refusal of leave for the 
vanquished to bury their dead was very rare in Greece 
and a sign of bitter hatred. Leave was refused to 
the Phocians in the Second Sacred War (B.C. 353). 


* Cf. Callicratidas in Xen, Hell. i. 6 14. 

? p. 228 F. 

3p. a24B. The reason there given for the practice is very different 
from Plato’s. 
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Lysander also was reproached for leaving the Athenians 
unburied at Aegos Potami. 

Having dealt with the usages of war between Greek 
and Greek, Plato concludes in a very Greek way by 
putting the barbarians in quite a different category ; 
to them Greeks may behave in war as they now do 
to one another. It is a striking instance of how limited , 
a conception some of the greatest men have had of the ~ 
rights of humanity, (= vt. “- YY g. 7.94 

—_—__ 
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LX. PHILOSOPHY AND THE ‘STATE 
[Republic, V. 471 © to VL. 502 c.} 


AFTER this interlude Socrates can no longer postpone 
meeting the third and greatest of the ‘three great waves’ 
of the argument: All that has been said of the ideal 
state is excellent, and we can say a great deal more . 
about it; but is it possible? 

Before revealing the paradoxical secret which he has 
~gotgin store, Socrates makes some preliminary remarks 
on the relation of ideals generally to reality. An ideal, 
he tells us, is none the worse for being unrealizable. 
We started with asking, What is justice? and that 
means, What is justice in itself or as such? Now we 
must not expect any human being whom we call just to 
be, so to say, embodied justice, but must be content to 

egard justice as a mwapdderypa or pattern, to which the 
Justest man approximates most nearly, but only approxi- 
mates. In other words there will always be, in Plato's 
phraseology, a certain difference between things as they 
are_in themselves (rd éyra), and thingseas “they come 





into_existence in our actual experience: (ra yeyvopeva) *, 


' Ch, for example, 485 8, 





i su'irce of evil in human tlife. The change would consist 


/ that what we degi to be the ideal- community is the . _ 
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~ The same difference may be expressed as ‘ 
between the ideal andthe actual. Justice being 
nature of a patteit human action, we may say boldly 


~ truth of human life; truéhuman life wotld be as we oo 
have described it. All actual forms of humian life are {~~ ‘prs 
to a certain extent falsifications of thé truth ; they fallj 
shortyof it. When we are asked to show'the possibility — 
of an ideal, we must first lay down that no ideal is =~ 
actually: possible, and that to expect it to be so is to” "i 


misunderstand it, For it is in the nature of things that . Set 
action should get bet of the truth than words = 





(Aééis), or, as we should fathef say, than thought. © This 
is a general principle applicable to all ideals. Accord-— 
ingly in the-Zazws, in looking back tothe Republic, Plato 
still insists that the true pattern was,what he had there 
drawn ; but he says that it was only practicable for gods 
or children of gods?. In the Republic he abates nothing 
of his ideal; he is simply content to exhibit it’ as an ve 
ideal; when challenged as to its possibility, he ftels. om 
bound to show, not how human nature can realize this Pe %G 
ideal, but how it can approximate to the realization of it, ‘a 

"This task resolves ited into the question] What is it. 
in human life, as it isywhich prevents it from realizing © 
its ideal, and what is the least change in things, as they ; 
are, which would enable it to do so? } (It is implied that é 
the question® of the ideal good of man and of the source : 
of evil in man are really the same.) | There is one hange, | ate 
nota small one but still possible, which would bring’about 4 
" |the ‘ideal of human. life; and, again, there is one great 





a 
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he 1 Laws, V. 739.8 99. Plato there proceeds to show what he thinks | 
earest practicable approximation to the institutions of Rep. IV. and V. 
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‘in making philosophy sovereign, or, in other words, in 
-the union of political power and philosophical insight ; 
and the radical source of all the evils of mankind is the 
‘divorce between these two factors. | This union of political 
power and philosophical insight would involve negatively~ 
the exclusion from power of most of those who now 
have it, and from philosophy of most of those who now 
pursue it. : , 

This negative requirement is of course what will 
excite most opposition and outcry. It touches at their 
tenderest point most of the leading men of the time, 
whether political leaders or leaders of thought ; and this 
explains why in what follows Plato is at such pains to 
defend his position. In his defence he addresses himself 
rather to the leaders of thought than to the leaders of 
politics. ..He is more impressed by the evils which 
result from the waste or wrong use of speculative genius. 
than by those which result from the comparative ignor- 
ance of governors. Casok VI is full of the tragedy which 
is continually going 6n in the ruin or uselessness of the 
most gifted men; for by philosophers he does not under- 
stand merely what we understand, he means men of 
genius in the fullest sense of the word ; and whereas we 
me&n by ‘ philosopher’ a man with one special kind of 
gift, his description of a philosopher enumerates all the 

ualities which go to make up a great man, } 

From this point to the end of Book VII there is no real 
break in the argument. It is a continuous development 
of what is involved in the position just Jaid down. 1} 
The first obvious section is that in which it is shown what 
is meant _by philosophers (474 to the end of Book Wy. 
G@) T The second section (VI. 484A to 487A) shows. that, 
if this is what we understand by philosophers, they shou’ 


PHILOSOPHY AND THE.:SinfE “189 


logically be the only persons | fit to rule,  bagguse all the 
gifts and excellences, required of the perfect man, follow 

from the conception of the philosophic nature. These 

.two sections together put before us Plato’s ideal of the 
philosophic nature, and show us what philosophy ought 

to mean ; and accordingly {gj the next section gives us 

the chnverse of the picture and shows us what philosophy 

does-rkean as a matter of fact. * Here (487A to 497 A) 

Plato tries to explain the admitted and. glaring contrast 

between the ideal of the philosophic nature and the 

actual facts about it. The result is to show that these 

facts are-due to the want of adjustment between the 
| philosophic nature and its environment, that it is society 
itself which is to blame for these facts, for society corrupts 

or makes useless its noblest natures. (4) The next step 

therefore is to point out*igow society can adjust -itself to 

philosophy, and how the environment of the philosophic 
nature is to be made favourable (497A to 502C). This 

finally leads us round again tox{s) the question of educa- 

tion ; for the. adjustment of the soul to its (Surroundings 

and of its surroundings to it, is a question “of education 

in the large®sense of that word) “Therefore, starting with 

a new and enlarged conception of the philosophic nature, 

we have to ask what education implies over and above 

the education of povetx which has already been con- 

sidered, The nurture of the philosophic nature through 

a ‘training ia the sciences, which leads eventually to the 

study of what we should call philosophy, is the subject of 

a section extending from VI. 502 to VII. 534 E. “The 

philosophic nature in its essence is that in man which 

pos. to understand this, which draws him to ask 
‘questions of the world about him and to try to find 

iself at home in it. The sciences represent the efforts 


188 | LECTURES ON PLATO'S ‘ REPUBLIC’ 


of man to understand the world, and by being trained in 
them the soul comes to understand the world. They 
are the product of the philosophic spirit, just as art again 
- is the product of it in another phase or stage ; and as, ip, 
the part of education previously described, art was used ~ 
to be the nurture of the soul, so here the sciences are 
used to be the nurture of the soul in another stage. 
(6) The last section of the argument (535A to the end 

of Book VII) accordingly deals with the practical 
application of this idea and the actual distribution of the 
educational life of the Guardians, the order of studies 
and the time spent on each.} 

474.8 to fr. First then we come to Plato’s analysis of the 

ed ole philosophic nature, intended to justify the statement that 
it alone is fit to ralg. j It is a passage in which we must 
be careful not to jump ax conclusions,“and must be 
content with what Plato actually says. : 
LHe first treats of the generic character of the philo- 
sophic spirit, and then gives us its differentia, that is, 
what distinguishes it from other spirits which bear 

esemblance to it Le” 

The generic « cHaracter of the philosopher is deduced 
(4748 to 475E) ‘from the ‘simple meaning of the word ; 
he is_a lover of. something, namely. of < ‘wisdom.} In 
English the word has lost its etymological meaning. 
‘Speculative,’ in a general sense, isa more appropriate 
word than ‘ philosophic’ to describe what_is meant by 

tAdcopos, though it scarcely covers_the same ground. 

ees in Plato’s time all that the word necessarily 
implied in ordinary use was a sort of higher culture and 
a claim to pursue some subject in a rather higher spirit_ 
than was common, so that the most different men}\_ 
a statesman, an artist, a man_of science, might be said 
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to be philosophic (:Accopetv), not necessarily with the 
meaning that they speculated or theorized on their 
subject, but simply in so far as they followed it in 
a higher spirit] We sometimes use the word in this 
“Sense still; thus we might speak of a ‘philosophic’ 
doctor or lawyer, meaning one who pursued his subject 
for its own sake, and who went beyond the ordinary 
range of it. | Plato fixes at once on that element in the 
word which in our use of the word ‘ philosopher’ we tend 
to leave out of sight, the element which signifies emotion. 
‘Philosopher’ means somebody peculiarly fond ofa certain 
thing. What does this fondness imply? When we 
characterize a man as being essentially a man fond of 
a certain thing, as a man petuliarly susceptible to beauty 
(Gpwrixds), or a born lover of distinction (p:Adripos), or a 
man with a natural taste for wine (péAowos), or the like, 
we mean that he has a sort of indiscriminate enthusiasm 
‘or appetite for the particular thing to which he is thus 
susceptiblejf The man susceptible to beauty is normally 
and perpetual in love ; accordingly a whole vocabulary 
has literally been invented in order to enable such 
persons to describe the object to whith they are sus- 
ceptible, and to leave none of it unmarked. There is 
to them a certain charm in youth which they will do 
anything ngt to lose. So with the lover of distinction ; 
he has an indiscriminate appetite for honours; if — 
cannot be a general he will be a lieutenant; he w’ 
anything rather than not get some title. (We mu 
suppose that in this description Plato ignores facts 
which he is silent. He has emphasized one 
enthusiasm for a given object, and with perfec 
/obut he has omitted to remark that all thes: 
ments are peculiarly critical as well as iney 
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The undoubted and curious fact is that, when a person 
is intensely fond of a given thing, he is pecatWfarly critical 
about it. In the case of wine, and again ta the case of 
ambition, this is obviously so. Vet, as in these cases, 
the good critic must be enthusiastic about what he 
criticizes. if When we call a man by a name which 
implies that fondness for a certain thing is of the essence 
of him, we.ought to mean that this fondness is in the 
first instance an indiscriminate appetite. The best analogy 
to express what he should be is the most homely ; he 
should be like a man who has a good and strong diges- 
tion, he should be the opposite of squeamish.) 

[Now to apply this to the philosophic nature. We 
must not say that a man is of a philosophic nature unless 
he has this indiscriminate appetite for pabiuara,] We are 
here*again at a loss for a word; for‘ knowledge > is not 
general enough. Plato includes under the title gidopaGeis, 
people whom we should certainly not include under the 
title ‘seekers of knowledge’; he’ includes, theatre-goers, 
lovers of art, anybody to whom it is'a kétn pleasure to 
exercise his eyes and ears. Mav@dvew means, in fact, 
any exercise of mind through which we get a new 


experience. 
(Cie have so far arrived at this, that the philosopher 
*s ‘a person who has a boundless curipsity for new 
sricnce; and this is his-generic character) But it 
vious that we cannot say that every one that has 
haracter is a born philosopher. It is shared by 
whom we should not calkphilosophers ; by-theatre- 
mcert-goers, and intelligent artisans. They have 
‘initv with the philosopher, having this indis. 
€ sasure in exercising their minds; but we must 
4is, it that differentiates the philosopher from 
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those who share this generic character ? [ihe j philosopher } 
proper is not one who likes looking at everything | new, ! 
but one Who likes looking at the suk 
TBut what do we mean by the truth, the specific object 
»ef the philosopher’s vision, and how are we to distinguish 
“the truth? Plato proceeds (475 E to end of Book V) ina 
preliminary and general way to answer this xhuestion, and 
his answer brings before meen in a statement which, 
he implies, is only a brief résumé of something already 
familiar to his hearers, his conception of ‘ forms’ or 
‘ideas "etn, elsewhere (8éa:). 
he assumption with which he starts, is simply that! 
ere are_distinct kinds of things or fotms of being ; 
‘justice, for ‘instance, is absolutely distinct from in injustice, 
good from evil, beauty from ugliness, “Further, when- 
ever we speak of a ‘kind’ or § form’ of thing, as of Justice 
or bequty, we mean that it is one ; that there isa likeness 
in all the things | that belong 1 to this kind F)that justice, 
for example, in however many Pe it may occur, 





remains one and the same justice.{ Each distinct form 
or kind is thus a unit But, further, each distinct kind 
of thing appears as 4 great many things; or, as he puts 
it, these forms or kinds ‘ communicate with one "another 
and With bodies: and with ‘actions’ ; ; and thus: ‘each appears 
as a multiplicity. “What are called ‘ forms’ then are, in 
the first place, the elements: of unity in the manifold 
objects or things which we apprehend by the senses. 
Now if we go > back to the people who like using their 
eyes .and ears, and frog: whom the philosopher has 
to be distinguished, we find .that the objects on which 
they exercise e theiryminds are just these_m: manifold things, 





= 1 Tots rijs dAndelas gudobedpovas,—9eaa0ar i is the ‘word used ofspertatora 
+ the theatre. 
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voices, colours, figures, not beauty as ‘such, but this, that, 
and the other beautiful thing. Whereas t the philosopher 
‘is the man who is able to distinguish the ‘k kind’ or ‘form,’ 
cand who loves to do so. 

Gin order to characterize these states of mind further, 
Plato goes on to show (476 D) that the philosopher |! as 
knowledge (yvdun), while the mere ‘g:Adoyabijs has only 

‘ opinion’ (282). Now when we say that we ‘know’ 
that it is; and the being of a thing is exactly | panteee 
minous with its knowableness j if you ask what anything 
really is, the answer must be that it is all that is known 
about it. [On the other hand what is the negation of 
being is also the negation of knowableness ; it is nothing;- 
nonentity—not a mysterious something beyond what 
we know, but just zothing, of which we can say nothing 
and think nothing. ] What answers to this on the part 
of the mind, as knowledge answers to being, is utter 
dgnorance. (Ignorance in the full sense is blankness of 
the mind, and we must not read this passage as if Plato 
spoke of ignorance a% a faculty, having an object called 
‘not-being’; ignorance is the negation of faculty, and 
its object is no object.) [Now in ordinary language we 
distinguish knowing from mere thinking or opinion, which 
lies between these two extremes of perftct knowledge or 
mental illumination and perfect ignorance or darkness. 
And knowledge and opinion are both called powers or 
faculties (6uvdues). How do we distinguish one power 
from another?{ It is not something that we can see, 
distinguished by colour or shape; we distinguish it only 
by what it does, by its province and operation. Know- 


1 Besides what we call opinions, déga covers what we should cali 
perceptions and even feelings. 
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ledge and opinion, we agree, are different powers; they 
must therefore have different objects or operations, or 
produce different effects. [The object_of knowledge is 
what. is; or, in other words, the operation of knowledge 
4s TO produce consciousness of what is. Opinion also 
must have an object ; we cannot think nothing. On the 
other hand, it cannot have thé same object as_knowledge. 
It results that the object of opinion must both be and 
not be. We can neither say tha it is in the full sense, 
nor that it is not in the full sense; for if we could, opinion 
would not be different both from knowledge and from 
i norance,] ries 
With thése results let us turn back (479 A) to the 
distinction we found between the manifold pbjects 
which present themselves to ordinary perception, and 
the distinct forms or elements of unity which underlie 
them. There are those, as we saw, who like to use 
heir minds on the audible, visible, tangible world and 
its multiplicity ; this they take to be the reality, and it 
jis the sole reality that they believe in. And there are 
those, on the other hand, who assume the reality of what 
Plato calls forms (of some principle, for instance, which 
constitutes beauty itself, or justice itself), in which the 
manifold objectsparticipate, but which none of them 4s. 
If we asked people of the former sort to tell us what 
is beauty, justi¢e, weight, they would answer by pointing 
out beautiful objects, just actions, heavy things. But if 
we take any one of these many things, and observe it in 
a different, relation or position, we find that, in Plato's 
iene it plays double, or exhibits opposite qualities. 
/Take a beautiful thing and put it in a different situation, 
_and it is easily. made ugly j—jthis is most obvious in the 
case of colours. Take oh thing, an act or a law; 


NP, 
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do the act or apply the law under different circumstances, 
and it is easy to make it unjust. Take a heavy thing, 
and it will be light when compared with what is heavier 
still. Thus what Plato says is illustrated alike from 
the spheres of art, morality, and nature. ach of the 
many things that come under any one category holds 
of opposite qualities ; there seems no rcason for saying 
it is this rather than that; we can most simply express 
its nature by saying that it is is both. It both is and is 
not, i.e. is and is not “beautiful, is. and i is not heavy. 
It answers then to what has been said of the object -of 
opinion, ] These manifold objects, which we point to 


if asked what anything is, are the very objects which 


« 


e bulk of mankind hold to be the only reality. 
{o inion is thus the state of mind of most people on 
most 1 things] Vet it is clear that this state of mind does 
not correspond to what we expect knowledge to be,_nor 
its object to what we expect reality to.be. We may 
therefore say generally that what appears as the reality 
to ordinary people in their ordinary, received opinions 
about most things! is ‘tumbling about’ between ‘what 
is’ (the full reality) and ‘what is not’ (what has no 


lity at all) . 
Theaning to the point. at which we started, we have 
defined the philosophic nature as that which loves to 
look at the truth, and t this is is now ow found to_mean. ‘that 
ph nature , always look looking forjanity i in the 
manifold or variety of which our ordinary experience is 
made up. For our ordinary experience is emphatically 
contained in a great numbér of separate, oBjects; but, 
when we think, we cannot but see that th many things. 


do not ‘satisfy ¢ our idea of complete seat aids we ‘haye, s 











ce: ‘Ta r&v modGv wOAAA vdsupa KadOD TE wéps Kal Tov GAO, 479 Db 
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to seek for some principle or law or unity underlying 


these many objects.) Everybody, we may remark, admits 
this to some extent. For instance, we all must recognize, 
if it is put to us, that justice did not come into existence 
With any particular law, and does not perish when any 
particular law becomes obsolete ; and that there must be 
some more permanent principle of justice underlying 
the actual laws and customs of society. And the same 
thing is still more obvious in physical science; the first 
thing we have to learn when we try to understand 
physical phenomena is that such things as‘ weight are 
relative.{ What Plato here calls philosophy is the clear - 
and complete recognition of what we all to some extent 
admit. To state his conception of the philosophic mind . 
briefly, it is one which which constantly looks for. Brinciples or. L 
laws or uni inities of of which the manifold.ofourexperience | 
is the phengmengn.. ) 

Plato’s conception of forms corresponds to_what we 
have in mind when we speak .of ‘ principles’ in‘ morality 
and of ‘laws’ in science. What he says applies alike to 
moral, aesthetic, and 1_physical conceptions ; the form in 
every case is that which is constant under variation, and 
it is what thes man “of science is always trying to gag at. 
To the 2 ordinary mind it seems at first unreal, les’ Mies! 
than_the ordinary view of. things as they. appear, the 
sensible world ; but the world as it is for science, the 








world of what Plato. calls forms, is nota a ‘second, shado 





unreal iI world, i he same world better ‘gallerstood. 


“Plato speks in this passage of the <cominunion” 





-_ ‘We may compare Shelley's Hymn to Intellectual Beauty, and stanzas 

J sa and 54 in his Adonats, and Rossetti’s sonnet, Soul's Beauty, with the 
-nguage in which Plato contrasts sensible phenomena with the unseen 
anciples which underlie them. 


; O2 
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(xotvwvia) of forms ‘with acts and bodies, their being 
? communicated to acts and  bodies476 A). The meaning 
of the expression may be put as follows:—If yeu take 
any given act called a just act, you will see it is not the ; 
whole of justice; it only partakes in justice along with 
other acts. Justice may be regarded as something com- 
municable (xowéz) in which various acts and persons 
partake without diminishing or modifying justice, as the 
common interest of a community is shared in by all its 
members without being diminished, and remains some- 
thing one and the same in them all. { The sense in which 
forins are said, in the same place, to communicate with 
one another, is different. If you take a given act, person, 
or thing, you find it is the meeting-point of various 
principles .or forms. A. particular act is never erely 
just; it always has other qualities besides, and it may 
even ‘be partly_unist. So the forms of justice” dod, 
injustice and other forms meet and communicate with 
one another in this act.f In the Sophist Plato tells us 
that one of the great ways in which scientific knowledge 
shows itself is in recognizing what forms thus communicate 
with one another, and what forms have no communication 
with one another}. 
lato contrasts clear and complete perception of a truth 
(perception of the form) with confused perception of it, 
by contrasting waking with dreaming vision\476 C). The 
ordinary man is in a dream with regard (amongst many 
other things) to justice 3] like a man in a dream he takes 
the resemblance for that which it resembles,,or in other 
words takes one thing for another with which it is so far, 
but only so far, the same. For, Plato says, he identifies, 


* See Sophist, 251 p, and 252 to 253c. Cf. also Politscus, aI7 E +o 
278 £. 
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particular, just laws and actions with the principle ot 
justice. {What does Plato mean by this?_] Our first im- 
pulse, if asked what justice is, would be to. instance some 
familiar actions, precepts, or institutions. We may be 
right in thinking that the main part of justice for us 
consists in them; but if (to take this instance) a man 
identifies justice with certain laws, he may be reduced 
to a hopeless difficulty if it can be pointed out that the 
laws become unjust or obsolete. This has always made 
mankind look for principles that remain constant as the 
world changes. Laws, people say, may change, but 
justice remains justice. Again, if a man acts on the 
principle which Plato describes, that certain actions he 
is familiar with are justice, when he comes to a just 
action which looks rather different he thinks it is not 
just, because he has identified justice with another thing. 
Un this he is like a man to whom shadows and superficial 
resemblances are the-whole reality. This is the meaning 
of Plato’s insistence that the jgetmact is not justice, but i is, 
as he puts it, like justice. ] 7 
{~2. The next section of the argument is complementary Book VI to 
bo that which has gone before it; it develops the con- 487% 
ception of the philosophic nature from its more ethical 
side From the general description he has given of that 
nature Plato now proceeds to deduce the ethical charac- 
teristics which it seems to him to imply.CIf the philosophic 
nature were what this deduction shows it ought to be, there 
could, he claims, be no doubt that it should be placed at 
the head af society] é 
We have reached this conclusion: first, the philosophic 
‘ nature has an indiscriminate appetite for knowing about 
things ; secondly, its search for knowledge is distinguished 
from other kindred forms of activity by the fact that it is 
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always trying to get at the underlying principles or 
‘forms’ of which the manifold and changing world of 
experience, as it presents itself to us, is the partial 
appearance.“ We have next to ask, What is the bearing 
-of this conclusion on the fitness of the ‘philosophic nature 
ito govern? and this again brings us back to the question, 
‘What is_involved in being a good ruler or guardian 
(484 2] ai 
In order to keep or guard a thing you must have 
a clear vision of jt. If then a man is to keep or guard 
laws and institutions and to‘ improve them when they 
want reforming, he clearly must not be blind; he must 
have in his mind some clear pattern or principle by 
which he can know whether what he is maintaining is 
really just and expedient, and to which he can appeal 
when he wants to change existing institutions. To 
expand what] Plato says fa statesman cannot kaow 
when the existing order is failing to serve its purpose, 
and in what way to reform it, unless he has in his 
mind some definite principle to go upon as to the 
purpose of that order. The perception of forms or prin- 
,ciples is therefore of vital importance for the ‘overnor;_ 
and if a man who possesses it can add to it what is 
called experience (éumeipia) he will have the essential 
requisites for good government... "Eumeipia, whether used 
in a good or in a depreciatory sense, means that knowledge 
which comes from habitually having to do with a thing. 
It may be extremely valuable; it may be almost worth- 
less. Thus éurepia sometimes denotes mere superficial 
acquaintance with a thing, and is contrasted with know- 
ledge of principles as we, contrast rule of thumb with 
science, Sometimes, as in this passage, it is used to 
+ In this sense Plato often uses 7879; cf. 493 8. a : 
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denote the real acquaintance which comes from practice. 
In all such cases, it is represented as the necessary filling 
up of knowledge of principle; for a man cannot carry 
out principles unless he knows how to recognize them in 
«the details of life and to apply them to details. “True 
knowledge of principles involves @ fortiori the knowledge 
of details. “Plato is impressed with this truth; and in 
his scheme of philosophic education in Book VII,» the 
fifteen years from the age of thirty-five to the age of 
fifty are set apart exclusively to, the special purpose 
of acquiring the experience which is necessary in men 
who are to become leading statesmen. But what is here 
insisted on is the supreme importance for the statesman 
of having a principle in his mind. Without that ex- 
erience is nothing *. 

t only remains now to ask (485 A to 487 A) whether 

2 philosophic nature carries with it the other qualities, 





question in Book II, whether ‘spirit’ is Soupatible witht 
gentleness. In that case Plato decided that the one 
quality, if realimplied the other, and his answer is 
the same here. {He proceeds to deduce from the simple 
‘conception of love of truth all the virtues which seem 
to him to be part of perfect human nature. He first 
describes afresh in emphatic language the essence of the 
philosophic nature. It involves the passion for reality, \ 
t at, and to o be_at one with, the per- 
manent law or pring iples of things. To such a natttre, 
hé remarks, there is nothing too great and nothing too 
little for study, becattse everything is capable of leading» 
“to the truth (cf. 402). Froth such a disposition there 


1 Cf. 409, 493 B, 520 c and 539 8. 
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follows instinctive hatred of falsehood. Self-control 
follows no less, because the love of truth is emphatically 
an absorbing passion; it is an appetite (émi@vpia), and 
when a man’s appetites are intensely set in one direction, 
other desires grow weaker like a stream whose waters 
are diverted. Again, any kind of meanness or spiteful- 
ness or little-mindedness is inconsistent with ‘such 
a nature, for the essence of it is to be always reaching 
out after the whole world, human and divine. Courage 
must follow too, for the fear of death is impossible to 
a mind to which human life is a mere fragment in 
a greater whole, and which has its vision set on all time 
and on all existence. And justice must follow, for a 
mind not influenced by fear, greed, or personal passion 
has nothing to make it unjust?. There are also intel- 
lectual qualities which will go with such a nature.VIt 
must be quick and retentive, for a man cannot Jove 
learning if the practice of it is constant pain to him 
It must also possess éuperpfa—a sort of mental symmetry 
or proportion. This is a quality which makes the mind, 
so to say, naturally adaptable to the nature of things?. 
(Plato is fond of representing the relation between subject 
and object in knowledge as the relation between two 
things which are akin to one another and like one 
another. It is habitual with him to say that a soul which 
easily learns is one which has a great and natural affinity 


1 Or dvafipBoros, i. e. difficult to deal with in business, 

? Edtywyos, i.e. easily converted into any required shape, is used in 
the same sentence as an equivalent to éyuerpos, The epithet efyapes, 
literally ‘graceful,’ is coupled with them. This also is a word expressing 
primarily a phySical characteristic. It is equivalent to <iryxypwv, ‘ well- 
shaped.’ In III. 400 D sq. povotxy is, in effect, said to make the mind 
cio xipow and eidpposros (apt or adaptable). In that passage good taste, 
good manners, good feeling are what the words refer to. 
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to things about it. Learning is the conforming of one’s 
mind so as to fit things; everybody finds in learning 
that, while most things are difficult, there are some which 
it is comparatively easy for him to conform his mind to; 
and the mind which is well proportioned (€uperpos) is the 
mind which is most ready to be thus conformed to most 
things. Thus in the Sophist!, the soul is said to be 
liable vo two forms of evil, corresponding to bodily 
disease and to bodily deformity; the former is vice, the 
latter is ignorance; it is described as a condition where 
the soul has an impulse to think, but ‘thinks beside the 
mark’ because there is a want of cupperpia between the 
soul and truth; ignorance is dyerpia. The philosophic 
nature, then, will have a natural predisposition to get hold 
of things; it will naturally adapt itself to the form and 
nature of things.) And now, Plato asks, who would 
_hesitate to entrust the state to people endowed with 
the philosophic nature, if it necessarily implies all the 
ualities we have enumerated? 

Plato has here described the philosophic nature, as 
he understands it, v dts fullness. It is simply the ideally » 
good nature; human nature completely gifted, and with 
free play given to all its gifts.|_His idea of it is at’ 
variance with our use of the word ‘ philosophic,’ but it is 
quite consistent with the gradual development of the 
philosophic element in the soul as it has been described 
in the Republic from the first. The leading idea idea in 
Plato’s conception of this element is that it is ‘that in the 
soul which prompts it to go out of itself and unite itself 
with something else which is akin to iy wIt,is thus the 
_ source in man of very different things. a’ It is the source 
of gentleness and sociability, for it is that which draws 


1 228, 
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men together with a sense of the familiarity of man to 
man, It is the source of the love-af beauty, including 
the literary and the artistic sense, for in what is beautiful 
the soul finds something which it recognizes as its own 
(oixetov) and in the presence of which it feels at home. 
Lastly, it is the source of Joye-of truth, and this means 
the impulse to understand and be at one with the world 
about us, | Though ordinary English psychology would 
not agree with Plato in deriving these three different 
things from a single source, there are many familiar 
facts which illustrate, and to a certain extent bear out, 
what he says. For example, we all know that for us 
to understand another person, or to understand human 
nature, sympathy is the essential thing. An ‘unsym- 
pathetic’ man is a stupid man. The great masters in 
understanding human nature have been those who have 
felt at home with all mankind. Similarly in studying 
things, even the most abstract, we cannot understand 
them unless we feel a certain interest in them, and that 
is the same sort of feeling as sympathy. 
The philosophic element in man, th then, is the essentially 
{ human element; it is what ‘makes am amana man,and there- 
fore_in_ its fullness it_implies a ‘perfect ‘humanity, a fully 
} gifted I human natur€} For a conception parallel to this 
we should turn in“modern times to religious thought. 
It is to be found in the love of God and man which 
is represented in the New Testament as resulting in 
all virtues, and making a perfect man. There is an 
analogy, for instance, between Plato’s,deduction of all 
{virtues from philosophy, and Ste*Pauf’s deduction of 
all virtues from ‘charity’ in. I Corinthians xiii. For in 
this conception of philosophy there are combined the 
scientific spirit and the religious spirit in their highest 
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forms. It is the desire to be at one with the laws of 
nature, and to live according to nature ; and as to Plato 
the world is emphatically the work of a divine intelli- 
gence, being at one with nature is also in a sense being 
at one with God. That is why he speaks of such * 
understanding in ee which we should apply to 


religious emotion. 
ce the proof ‘Ge. the philosophic nature is fit 4874 to 
to rule Adeimantus (487 A) makes| precisely thdobjection|*"” “ 
which every reader of the Repudlic is inclined to make. 
This sounds very logical, he says, but the facts are all 

the other way; if you look at the people who are called 

philosophers, who pursue the study of philosophy beyond 
, the mere purposes of education, the best are made use- v 
less by the pursuit of philosophy, and “the majority are 
either eccentric or. disreputable.] ‘One may compare this 
with what might be said with equal truth about the 
religious spirit; some people are disposed to say that 
what is called the love of God results cither in a saintli- 
ness which does no good to mankind, or in a zeal which 
is alloyed with ambition, cruelty, and fanaticism, or, 
worst of all, in cant and hypvcrisy. 

‘Socrates, so far from denying the facts alleged about 
philosophers, heartily admits them. * It is the very truth 
of these facts which has led him to say that the evils 
of mankind result from t the divorce between speculation: 
and action. He goes onto attempt to explain them, 
considering in order the uselessness, of the few genuine 
philosophers, the corruption of most of those who are 
gifted with the philosophic nature, and the usurpation 
of the name of philosopher by charlatans. 

First (487 E to 489D) Plato puts before us, in the 
allegory or image (cixév) of the ship, a picture of the 
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situation in the world of the few genuine philosophers 
hat there are. In that allegory the owner of the ship 
who sails in it is the Athenian people, which owns the 
state and is supreme therein. Plato’s description of him 
is noticeable: though he is the biggest and strongest 
man in the ship, he is rather deaf and short-sighted, 
‘and he is ignorant of navigation, but he is a noble sort 
of fellow, good at bottom. With this we may compare 
the passage further on (499 E), where he says of the 
masses, “Don't be so hard on them; it is not their own 
fault that they are so hostile to philosophy, it is because 
they have never been shown what it means.’ / Aristocrat 
as he is by birth and intellect, Plato has a kind of half- 
pity, half-sympathy for the people. The men he really 
hates are demagogues in politics or philosophy.] The 
sailors in the ship are the statesmen and leaders of 
public opinion. Their principle is that in order to~sai!_ 
the ship it is not necessary ever to have learnt the art of 
navigation, and indeed they hold that the art really 
cannot be taught at all. The one man on board who 
could sail the ship, who possesses the double qualifica~ 
tion of theoretical knowledge and skill to command, 
represents the true philosopher. He is regarded by 
the others on the ship as a mere star-gazer. This is the 
simple cxplanation of the uselessness sin philosopher] 
hefis useless because the world will _nof use. him,|“And 
it is not in the nature_of things, Plato thinks, that 
a doctor should go about to his fellow- citizens and ask 
them to let him heal them ; the natural : relation, is s that 
leea' who want should go to those y who can give} 


} The uselessness and helplessness of the philosopher are vividly de- 
scribed in Theaet. 172 ¢ to 1976, and Gorgias, 484 c to 486.D; but in_ 
the former passage Plato almost glories in them, and in the Gorgias the 
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But, secondly (489 D to 495 8), this uselessness ot the 
genuine philosopher is the least of the causes which ruin 
the state. A far more-gerious cause is the demoralization 
ef. most of those who have the gift for philosophy: Before 
describing this, Plato returns to his account of the philo- 
sophic nature. He repeats in stronger terms what he 
has already said of it, that its essence is the irrepressible | 
impulse to get behind the manifotdand penetrate to the : 
reality ; that’ there is a L certain kinship, ‘Geyyieeas) betwee 


is not satis until the soul has become actually one: 
with reality "] How is it, then, that most of those who' 
have this nature become demoralized? Its very gifts? 
help to destroy it by drawing it away from philosophy, 
its true life ; and the external good things of life, beauty, 
strength, wealth, and powerful connexions, also help 
to destroy it. If we look at this phenomenon as part 
of a more general phenomenon, and regard the human 
soul as one among other living organisms, coming under 
the same category as plants and animals, we can under- 
stand how “it cake about. [Ail these things require 
a certain ehviroggwent to live in, and they grow according 


t#it. The strongest of them, Plato says, suffer more 
serious consequences from bad nourishment than the 


philosopher is declared to be, in spite of them, the only true statesman. 
Plato’s tone in the present passage is different; he feels that the only 
hope for mankind lies in the reconciliation of philosophy and the world. 
“foe 1 He describ: e under the image of sexual love, [ruth and 
in 


telligence are, so to say, the offspring of the union between the soul 
; and reality, and the attainment of truth is the satisfaction of the pangs of 
the. oO in the Sysposium, the attainment of knowledge of the good 
is represented under the figure of love clasping the beautiful; and the 
progress by which the mind comes to desire this knowledge is repre- 
sented as a gradual progress from a lower to a higher idea of beauty. 

1 The gvasmat dperai of Aristotle ; Eth, VI. xiii. 1. 
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weaker; and-so the most gifted souls are the most 


injured by noxious surroundings ; and the great criminals 
of the world have never been small or weak natures, but 
always great natures corrupted. This being so, let us 
ask what is the environment into which our supposed 
philosophic soul is born. It is born into an atmosphere 
of public opinion which meets it in the assembly, the 
law-courts, the theatre, the army—everywhere whcre 
men are gathered together. This| public opinion is 
invincible and irresponsible; no individual soul can 
assert its own indepgndence of it except by some super- 
human gift of natufe } it is the source of law; practically 
it is the great educator, and there is no other education 
worth talking about. (Public opinion ‘is the one great 
sophist, and those poor amateurs whom public opinion 
represents as corrupting the youth, merely repeat and 
formulate the dictates of the very society that thus stig- 
matizes them, | Here Plato’s tone towards the sophists is 
one of contemptuous pity; they are simply bear-leaders of 
‘the people. The people, symbolized before by the owner 
of the ship, is here described, with less good nature, but 
with no actual dislike, as a great and strong beast who 
lets himself be handled by his keepers provided they 
study his whims and do all they can to humour him}. 
[the so-called_leaders of epinion, then, only_formulate 
opinion. They have no knowledge of the things they : 
speak_of; and though they. talk of good and had, just 
and unjust, these are no more to them than names for ~ 
the likes and dislikes of the multitude?, And the 


* Cf. Demosthenes, Olynth, III. 3x. ik 

* They can. only say, Plato adds, that the just and good are the 
necessary. See Tisiaeus, 47 & 8q., for the antithesis of the necessary and “ 
the rational, 
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multitude can never be philosophers, but will tend to be 
distrustful of philosophic principles, and hostile to them! 
Born into this atmosphere, what is likely to become of 
the philosophic nature with all its gifts? 

The passage in which Plato answers this question (494) 
is supposed to refer to Alcibiades!. He certainly seems 
to be speaking of some actual man; and we know that 
it was made a reproach to Socrates that Alcibiades and 
others among his most distinguished friends turned out 
badly. Suppose, says Socrates, after describing a man 
born into Athenian society with every gift of nature 
and of fortune, that some one goes to the man so gifted 
or surrounded, and tells him the truth, ‘that he has not 
got wisdom, that he needs it, and that to win wisdom 
a man must be a slave under the burden of that task’: 
what will happen? If at first he shows a disposition to 
listen, the leaders of society will at once he up in arms, 
and set in motion every means to destroy the influence 
of the one man who could save him ; they want to use 
him for their own ends. { This is the way in which men 
of a nature which ought to make them the benefactors 
of mankind generally become its destroyers, Society, 
partly unconsciously and partly deliberately, corrupts 
those who might be its noblest members. we 
[tnus, to come to the third point (495B to 496 A), — 
Philosophy is deserted by those who ought to be her 
followers. Yet she still retains the splendour of a great 
name, and the reputation of a philosopher remains an 
object of ambition and competition. ] From this state- 


* Cf. with this passage Alabiades Prim. 105 B, 132 A, 135 E. 

? There is a certain likenéss in this passage to the saying of the New 
Testament: ‘How hardly shall they that have riches enter into the 
kingdom of heaven.’ 
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ment one may gather, as one may also gather from 
Isocrates 1, that philosophy was a name over which 
people fought, men of different kinds claiming for them- 
selves the title of philosopher, as a title conveying 
distinction. (There is no English parallel to this 
name ; but, though the word ‘ culture’ has not the same 
grand associations, it has been the subject of similar 
contéfition.) Plato was one of those who aspired to bear 
this title, and to exhibit a true conception of what 
philosophy should be, and in developing that conception 
he necessarily fell foul of others. Doubtless in contem- 
porary literature he was called a sophist, and denied the 
name of a philosopher ; but on the whole it was Plato 
who did most to fix the meaning of the word in its 
highest sense. He now proceeds, in a most picturesque 
and powerful passage, to describe the usurpation of the 
name of philosophy by unworthy aspirants. It is the 
most personal passage in the Republic. We cannot 
be certain what kind of people—no doubt a particular 
set of people, known to his readers—he was thinking of. 
But one can guess that they were probably inferior 
lawyers and rhetoricians, who were indelibly dyed with 
what we might call the professional taint. He describes 
them a8 having their souls cramped by their trade. (The 
quality of Bavavela (the taint of the shop) which he 
attributes to them, seems originally to have described 
a sort of physical distortion which arose from intense 
application to mechanical arts, and to which was largely 
due the contempt of the Greeks for such arts. Here this 
analogy is applied to men ¥souls, as also in the Theaetetus*, 


* For the meaning which Isocrates attached to the words philosopher 
and sophist see Kara raw Sogiotay, and Eigp? "Avtidécews, 
71793 4. 
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where we are told how the slavery of the law_courts 
gradually makes men small and crooked in soul )CLittle 
cecnneaiie this, sort[ who are smart at their own trades, 
take’a leap into philosophy. To change the metaphor, 
they marry Philésophy because there is no one else to do 
80, SO poor is s she ; land the fruit of their union is seen in 

v those misbegotten theories and ideas which cirgulate 
in the world under the name‘of philosophic principles. 

' LThis it is which brings upon gircsenhy the reproach 
that it’ is not only a useless thin 18, but is charlatanry. 

j It remains (496.4 to 497 A) to mention a few causes 
which still keep a small remnant of true philosophic 
natures in the service of philosophy Sometimes a man 
of noble nature, well educated, is banished, and thus 
escapes demoralization., Sometimes a great mind is 
born in some petty state, and despises its political life. 
Some few ¢ome ta@ philosophy from contempt of the 
art or profession in which they are engaged; a few aré 
kept from politics by ill-health ; and a few, perhaps, by 
a sort of divine intimation like the divine sign which 
keeps Socrates himself from politics. All these are 
abnormal circumstances, which (except the last-named) 
would not atise if the world were as it ought pb be 5} 
and these few true philosophers who do survive, have 
nothing better to do than to keep themselves as pure 
from taint as they can, and to wait. A man who has 
lived a life like this will have done something great 
before he dies, says Adeimantus. Yes, answers Socrates, 
but not the greatest thing unless he finds a city fit for 
him ; for in that case, he will save both himself and the 

monwealths 

4, In the section whish now follows, we are shown 497 to 
““, general way how the divorce between the world 5°?* 

cs 3 P 
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and philosophy, so mischievous to both of them, may 
be brought to an ied The foregoing sections have 
shown us what philosophy really is, namely the perfection 
of human life, and what the actual facts of human society 
are; this section brings us to the reconciliation between 
the elements which have been so violently contrasted 
just before. Various incidental passages in it express 
the same spirit of reconciliation. Socrates and Thrasy- 
machus are declared to have been made friends; and 
Socrates himself, as he rises to the height of the argu- 
ment, is made to picture the work of reconciling men 
to the truth in this life as only a fragment of a process 
which extends through eternity. |The world at large is 
declared not to be so bad as we think; the hostility 
men feel to philosophy arises from ignorance o! d 
if they could only be shown..vhat it_means, they woul 

be reconciled to it. The reason why the mass of man-\ 
kind will not believe us is because what is.generally 
called philosophy is an artificial jargon. of .words. and 
ideas fitted together like a puzzle, so as to Took consistent, | 
whereas. true philosophy is a natural harmony of words 
and deed, theory and practice. And, again, the so-called 
philosophers are men who are generally occupied in 
personalities ; whereas the true philosopher must from 
his own nature be at ‘peace with men, for he dwells 
in a kingdom of peace, constantly in the presence of 
a world where injustice is neither done nor suffere 

a world of unchangeable law, which is embodied renso ih 
If then there could be found a man who could transfer 
the perfect law, of which he has the vision, into the 





«| This passage states most strongly the belief that the mind assimilates 
the law and reason which it sees in the world. Cf Tint. gop; Thea-t- 
176 B-E. 





X. THE GOOD AS THE SUPREME 
oBject OF KNOWLEDGE © 


{ Republic, VI. 50a c to 509 c.}.,+ 


THE failure of society to provide the right environment 
for the philosophic nature having been made apparent, 
we are brought again to the question- of education, 
which forms the subject of discussion from this point 
to the end of Book VIL, A system of education is 
to be sketched out which will supplement, where this 
is necessary, the partial education already given through 
povoixy and yvupvactix}. What is the particular. defect : 
of this education which requires \to be supptemented ? 
It is that it ptovided no adequate ‘nourishment for the 
philosophic nature in its more advanced stage. There 
is an essential continuity between Books YI to IV, and 
Books, V to VII, in their treatment of the philosophic 
nature; still, so great an advance has been made in the 
latter Books in the conception of that, nature and ia the 
corresponding conception of the education it requires, 
that it looks as if Plato were beginning all over again, 
and had forgotten or ignored what seemed.in the earlier 
Books to absorb his whole attention. 
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Jau the very different things that are salg of the 
philosophic nature from Book II to Book 1X are bound 
together by a common idea. This is ‘the conception_of 
the-philosophic element_in the soul, as that which makes 
the soul go out of itself. under the attraction of something 
which is familiar to it and akin to it, and_in union with 
whic nt Gads satisfaction.) 1 In all its. various senses the ° 
philosophic element in man is the attraction to what is 
like oneself and yet outside oneself, whether it be attrac- 
tion to other people, or attraction to beautiful things in 
art or nature, or attraction to truth.“|In these different 
things Plato seems to see the more and the less developed 
stages of a single impulse _in the soul the hi ighest stage 
being that in-which thc soul goes out, not t only to human 


beings, » Hor _onmly-to_ what is attractive through being 


beautiful, but | but to the truth_of the world about it, in 
understanding which the soul finds a satisfaction of the 
same_nature_as that which it finds in union, with its 


fellow-men. The. problem, then, is to find system of, 
education which shall provide nurture for the soul in this 
stage, that is to say, for those very few souls in whorn 
the philosophic impulse is so far developed as to require 
furthc? jurture. The great bulk of men would find 
satisfaction for this element of the soul in the active 
life of good citizenship in which they fre engaged in 
common work with theii* fellows, but there. would. be 
a few among them driven by an inherent impulse of 
their natures to look for laws or principles underlying 
the institutions which the bulk of men accept with 
various degrees of acquiescence} In the case of such it 
is of the utmost importance both to themselves and to 
society that they should be trained rightly, for otherwise 
they will follow their impulse wrongly. But what actual 





502 € to 
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* method of study and life will these few become, as Plato 


says, the saviours of society ? 

More than any other passage of the Republic, the 
passage in which this question is introduced expldins 
‘the relations between the earlier and the later parts-6f 
the dialogue. A criticism is made on Books II to IV, 
and we are told what advance on them is required. We 
are told that the community of wives and the appoint- 
ment of rulers are two difficulties which Socrates had 
been conscious of all along, and of which in the earlier 
Books he had intentionally- put off the treatment. Com- 
munity of wives has been further discussed in Book V, 
and here we are brought back to the question of the 
appointment of rulers. Socrates refers explicitly to the 
sentence in Book III, in which the selection and appoint- 
ment of rulers is said to have been dealt with in outline and 
not with dxp(Sea'; and the nature of the advance now 
to be made is summed up in the word axpi8aa. This is 
a quality originally associated with artistic work, and. 
GxpiBys means pgimarily, not accurate or precise, but 
exact, in the etymological sense of finished. It is the 
opposite of what is merely sketched, and we comstantly 
find Aristotle opposing it to what is ‘in outline,’ frdme)?. 
All through this passage we find the safe contrast 
between whats to follow and what has gone before, 
insisted oR Bom different points of view. The earlier 
treatment was incomplete (aredés), it was a sketch 
{onoypagy}), it was something ‘without its full ‘measure’ 
(not accurately measured). Where did- this want of 
completeness in the earlier parts of the work lie? It 
appeared in two principal points: in the*account of 
the selection and appointment of Guardians, and in the 


1 4arga, 4 eg. in Eth. Nie, Il. ii. 3. 
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account (which really underlay this) of justice and the 
other virtues, Plato begins with the appointment of 
-rulers. 

*The principle upon which the original rulers .were- 
selected was that the best_man to guard anything is * 
the man who loves it most. Accordingly the supreme 
qtalification for a Guardian of the state_was that he 
should really love the state. The test to be applied to 
his qualifications consisted in exposing him to various 
emotional tials, pleasures, pa ains, a and. fears, which would 














had learned, | x ‘that he should do in evecything that which 
eecined best: for the state. If he showed his constancy 
‘by withstanding all these tests he would be a full 
Guardian ($vAaf ravredsjs) *%.) But this selection was said 
at the time to be only provisional, and now the course 
of*the argument has brought us back to the question 
jhe aes Stel in the fullest penee-of all ta-ho Guardians 
(robs dxpiBeordrous ptAaxas), and we have already found 
that they will have to be philosophers. . This involves 


a fuller training and a severer testing of the character 
of the Guardians than we at first thought necessary. 


‘It means that the philosophic element in human nature, 
ire te oe those 
who are fo rule, contains in it capacities for development 
greater than we had then, any idea of. @ut_of_ this 
element arises the ises the irrepressible _ specular lative_impulse. i in 


human. nature with all its capacit capacities, ties, and this impulse is* 
a double-edged thing. We see now that it is not enough 


_! What is described as want of dxpifea refers indifferently to the st 
ind of the Guardians selected, and to our own state of mind or. 
ie supposed electors of the Guardians. 

See 412 B to 414 B. 
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merely to regard constancy of character (SeBatdrys) in 
selecting our Guar for we have to look also for 
a quality which seems just the opposite of that. The 
speculative temperament does not naturally fit ‘with the 
orderly and solid and constant temperament ; it is quick, 
impatient, aspiring, and this side of it cannot be ignored. 
And yet we cannot dispense with that constancy which 
we before made the essence of a Guardian’s character. 
. So we have again come upon the problem of how to 
‘effect a reconciliation between contradictory, qualities, 
for we have to combine in our Guardians the intellectual 
restlessness and aspiration of the philosophic character, 
with that orderliness and constancy which is equally of 
wthe essence ofa good nature. We want, then, to fill up 
the sketch of the choice and education of Guardians by. 
showing how to test and train this new and dangerous 
element. Therefore to the tests of pleasure and pain 
we shall fave to add the tests of intellectual_work, and 
see whether the Guardian has also the sort of courage 
that_will stand them. We have besides tb ) supplement 
our former system of education by taking account of the 
philosophic faculty, not in the sense of the love of beauty 
and the like, which povoix} took account of, but in its 
present sense of hunger for knowledge. 
Again (504 A), there was a want_in the account given 
of human morality in the earlier Books.. The general 
principle by which we determined its nature was one of 
empirical psychology. We took from observation three 
main elements in the soul, and explained the four main 
‘irtues that are generally recognized by showing that 
ey expressed certain states of these three elements anc-- 
‘tain relations between them. But, as was stated 
“ime (435D), the description then given of tr 
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virtues was inddequate. We now want to see the 
moral nature of men wrought out into a perfect and 
finished picture. (It is to be noticed in this passage 
(504) how naturally and almost without warning the 
supposed Guardians, whose education is under discussion, 
are identified with ourselves, the parties to the discussion. 
This is a good instance of the fact that the education of 
the Guardians is primarily meant for ourselves.) 

The result of this whole passage is that, whether we 
regard the Republic as a treatise on political and social 
reform, or simply as the exhibition of an ideal theory of 
human life which every one may apply for himself, it is 
necessary that the previous conception of what man is 
and needs should be carried further and filled up. And 
if we ask why, the answer is that there is something in 
human nature, at any rate in the nature of those who 
influence the world, which will not be satisfied with the 
development of character which, in the earlier Books, 
seemed to fulfil the requirements of morality} 

The next question therefore is,] What addition_in 504 2. 
knowledge will supply the want we have discovered in 
the traini ich the earlier Books prescribed ? | What 
sort_of knowledge is required to convert the prévious 
conception of the virtues into a finish onception, and 
the_Guardian as previously described into a Guardian in 
the fullest’ sense? The answer is: ‘knowledge o 
good.’ The Guardians will ’be poor guardians of justice 
unless they understand wherein is the good of justice; 
vaintil a man learns what it is that makes the, different 
sorts of goodness intrinsically good,, his possession of 
thems only the hold of opinion and not of knowlet<>, 

‘ye knowledge of the good will fill up to ~ 

“sure all the inchoate ideas of morality, 
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have thus far come: aéross. ee is the highest object 
f knowledge (uycroy wdqua), and_in it all the ost 
aspirations of the s iri f ion. 
The more developed form of education, vahiche is now 
, to be described must therefore be an education which | 
gradually leads up to the conception of the good | 
, It is essential to the understanding not only of Plato 
but of Greek philosophy generally, both moral philo- 
sophy and the philosophy of knowledge, to realize the 
_place held in them by the conception of ‘the ‘ good.’ 
yWe see at once from what Plato now proceeds to say 
TOf the good, that three ideas, which to us seem to have 
Uitte concern with one anothey, are_for him are_ for him ‘inseparable. 
/. The good_is at once: first, the end “end of life, tt life, that is, the 
z«gupreme object of all desire andaspization } Secondly, 


¥ the condition of knowledge, or that syhich makes the 
world intelligible and the human mind intelligent ; 
hirdly, the creative and sustaining cause of the” world. 


Sitce id Plato came to combine under ope conception » 


‘:; ideas apparently so remote from one.affother ?J \x// 
‘ Ov e must banish from our minds at starting the 
ordinary moral associations of our word ‘good,’ those, 


for instance, which attach to the phrase ‘a good man’,’ 


Té dyaddév does yet in the first instance involve any 
moral qualities ; both to ordinary people and, tg philo- 


ee fe { sophers among the Greeks the good, meant the object of 
p me { 









desire, that which is most worth having, that which we 
era nr tT ————a 


! [The phrase dyads dvip as actuallyMibed i in Greek seldom or tever 
means what we mean when we call a man simply a good man, It nieans 
aman good at some work or function implied"by the tontext, and in fact 

as aes used of a man good at fighting. The modern colloquia 
which in discussing, say, football players, we might say ‘° 
od man’ is identical with the usage of the term in Gr 
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most, want We also ate quite familiar in books with , 
the “conception of the desirable as the object of human - 
will, but we do not at once realize its meaning. [The , 


best_ way to make ourselves realize it is to say. that | 
4 i i 3 


the good or desirable at an vs ment to an) 

given Tan is that which he would rather be or do. 
or have than anything else. If at any giveri moment 
aman win give up his life in order to get money or to 


save his country or avenge himself, then money, or the 
safety of his country, or vengeance, is to him at that 
moment the one good; for it he is ready to give 
up everything .which he can give up. Therefore what 
is the géod to us varies every day, but at every 
moment there is something which we take as our 


good. [in Greek philosophy and popular thought, it 
was_a_sort of ultimate truth that_man is a being who! 
lives for_something, that is to say that he has ~ good. ' ' 
This is the most fundamental fact about m..ij; he is, 
always_fivin dt something however much he. he. tries 


not to do so. 
[Pathe toa a certainly to Plato and Aristotle, 


is is only another way of, saying that man isa rational 
creature. When we speak of ‘a rational person’ we 
generally mean one who does not make a-fool of feel 
this and other phrases, such as ‘a-ratignal being,’ do no 
with us refer to anything so. far back as do the Greek 
phrases which we should translate by them. (To the 
Greeks the statement a man is a rational _being meant 
simply that man cannot help aiming at something ; he is 
a creaturg of means and efids; everything that he does 
is from the constitution of his nature regarded By him 
asa means to something. This is a fundagaental point 


“af Greel_moral philosophy. Hence the dnseparable 
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| connexion in Plato and Aristotle between reason and 
the good, This is not an association between some 
particular good thing, some true end of life, and some 
particular kind of reason which is specially rational, 

, as our use of the word ‘rational’ and of the word * good” 


might suggest, but between reason as such and an end 


as such. | Fhe Zationglity of man means that he is 
a creature who has jdeals, and who cannot help having 


them. An ideal is something which is not fully present 
at this particular moment in this particular thing, but is 
go. , yet partly attained in ity, The conception of an ideal 
er j involves, on the one,hand, that it is never wholl realized, 
{ #1 on the other that ft is continually being realized” How- 
ever much and however often the object ‘with which 
| man acts may change, he never lives absolutely in the 
Present ; in the moment he is always thinking of some- 
thing beyond the moment ; and it is in virtue of reason 


‘that he toes so, ft is owing to this that-man is what we 


cali a moral being. He is capable of moralit because 
cee MLE 


he _has reason, and reason compels him to live for an end ; 
— a SOmpe’s Aim to live for_an, 


and the problem of moral philosophy to the Greeks is 
| 











<4 


always, starting from this fundamental conception, to 
determi ich man should live.] It 
follows that to the Greek thinkers the moral life 
is practically identical with the rational life (ia the 
sense of the Jife in which reason performs its functions 


’ Ce y most truly). i The moral Jj nl an in 
\ f 4. which a man does all that he i 0, and 
iN ™ Jin the light of, the true good. “The man to whom the 
wiv true good is most constantly present In “Il that he does 


| is the best man. Thus the best life is the most rational 
. & | life, because it is that in which action and “thoughtiaie' 
*  # -¥ most concentrated upon, and regarded most,a. a medi 
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to, the central principle orend of life, which is what the 
Greeks call the goo | 


It is in this point that what we commonly distinguish 


aS the moral and the scientific views of life converg® in 


Greck philosophy. We say that Greek moral philosophy, fn— 
as compared with modern, Jays great stress on Towledg 


and _gives excessive importance ¢o intellect.{ That im4 


pression arises mainly from the fact that we are struck 
by the constant recurrence of intellectual terminology, 
and omit to notice that reason or intellect is always, 
conceived of as having to do with the good. [Reason is | 


to Greek thinkers the very condition of man’s having | ~_ 


a moral being, because, as has just been said, by reason | ~~ 


they understand that in man which enables him to live 
ay ASIII hey eee EIES Dearest wore 
for something. | Their words for reason and rational cover 
to a great extent the ground which is covered by words 
like ‘ spirit, ‘spiritual, and ‘ideal’ in our philosophy. 
They would have said that man is a rational being, 
where we should say that he is a spiritual being. It is” 
true, however, that Greek moral philosophy is intensely 


intellectual, and that the moral and the scienjific do. 


\ 


d, especially in Plato, to converge. Ae oa —— 
From the point of view of the study of human life, 


we have already seen that the necessity of living for 


a] something is due to the presence of reason in mah; and 
now, tufning from human action to nature as the object 


of science, we find the Greeks assigning essentially the 
same_function to reason as before, | For the presence of. 
reason in the world, which is what makes it possible to 
understand things, means for them that every object in 


reset or art Contains and expresses some good or end. 


The philosophy of morals and the philosophy of science; 
in Plato and Aristotle are dominated by what is called | 
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la teleolo ‘ical view. In_their writings intelligence 2 and 


he i are treated as almost corre ideas ; ‘Wher- 

Wer there is intelligence there is a good aimed at. And 

bie idea is not merely confined to human life, but is 
lied all the world over.’ 

"Tive must, however, be careful not to misunderstand 
this idea. We generally mean by a teleological view 
of the world one which explains nature by showing that 
nature has been made to serve the purposes of men. 


When_popularized in this crude form, teleglogy leads to 


the notion that nothing has any purpose, meaning, or 
interest, unless _it_is shown to be serviceable to man; 


and as our notion of what is serviceable to us is very 
nairow, the so-called teleological view comes to, be 
an absurdly narrow and false one, against which the 


scientific spirit is always protesting, { But_teleglogy in 
any really philosophical sense_means_ something yery 
different. Plato and Aristotle did not at all regard 
man a as being the hjgltest thing in the universe, and 
were therefore far from regarding the universe as made 
for man} (F or them the evidence which everything gave 
of the operation of reason ‘lay simply in the fact ‘that 
each thing had a certain function, was calculated to do 
one thing and not another, and that the various parts 
of it converged to that end.] If you take any complex 
object (and all objects are complex), that is any object 
which is a whole of parts, the only way to explain it or 
understand it is to see how the various parts are related 
to the whole; thasgis, what function each of them 
performs ih the whe how each_of-them serves the 
good. or end (réAos) of the whole. Phe. geod or ¢ ad ¢ “ 
; vi rinciple_ which, w 


. 






— F 
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in calling it a whole at all. The_progress of knowledge VA 
is to Plato and Aristotle the increased_realizatio: the , |] 
fact that each thing has thus its function, and the world 5S eas 


, is, in Plato's phraseology, luminous just so far_as_it 
reyeals this fact] : 

The best instance by which. to approach this yiew 
is the simple instance of any work of art. When a man,) 
to take the example used by Plato in the Gorgias (503 E), 
is making a ship, he does not go to work at random ; 
you observe that he puts the pieces together in a certain 
order with a certain end in view. The best ship-builder 
is the one who puts the parts together in that order which . 
best enables them to serve the purpose intended. To 
serve this purpose is the ship’s good.| The good of any de 
thing is to be or do what it is meant to be or do; and . 
the ship realizes its good, or object, or end in sailing well. 

_ Thus it is literally true that every bit of the ship-builder’s 
work is determined by the good, that is by what the 
whole thing he is making is intended to be or to do. 
Reason, therefore, as embodied in human_art, artistic 

Caso! embodied in_ human 
reason, shows.itself_ in making a certain materjal_express 
a cextain good ; and the dst artistic. work will be found 
to be that which most, in every part of it, expresses such 
an end, good, or principle '.}' This_is_the telealogical 
view; that view simply consists in seeing everywhere } | 
a certain function to be exercised, a certain work. to be 
done, or a certain end or good to be worked out. From 


this point of view the _more_we can detect the function . 
or good of anything, the better we,understand 4 To 
a pena ahs lnc? nothing abouf the fumction of ship, 
/it inay truly be said to be an unintelligible thing. And 





1 It is the same fact that is pointed to when we say that « idition 
of good artistic work is proportion. 
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tHat of course is our attitude towards the great majority 
of things in the world ; we wonder what they can be for, 
we do not see the good of them. 

[This _conception, then, is applied to all tes of 
existence, to nature, art, and moral life. because in ali 
of these there is present intelligence. | It is clear how 
the view applies in the case of art and morality, but it 
applies also under certain limitations in the case of nature. 
For in regard to nature, where he does not make but 
observes, man uses the same prigciple theoretically, which 
in art and moral life he uses also practically ; his reason 
works on the same lines. Thus in regarding a plant 
or an animal, he assumes from the first and unconsciously, 
that it isa unity, an organism. He begins to analyze it 
into parts, and throughout the process of analyzing it and 
putting it together again, he is guided by the conception 
of the plant or animal as a whole, having @ principle 
which makes it that plant or animal. An organism is 
a natural object of which the parts can be seen to be 
means to an end, instruments (épyava) serving a purpose. 
The conception of an organism thus implies teleology. 
Accordingly modern science, however much it repudiates 
teleology of a certain kind, is and must be inspired by 
the spirit of teleology. A book on botany, for instance, 
exhibits this spirit in every page, for, throughout, the 
problem which the botanist proposes to himself is to 
discover , the function of something (its épyor)4. . But 





1 [In the sciences which deal with what we call, by comparison, in- 
organic nature, the conceptions of ‘organism’ and ‘function’ are of 
course not prominent, but it is nevertheless obvious that everything iy. 
nature is understood through fhe connexion of its own elements and by 
the way it acts on and is acted upon by other things, that is by the part 
it plays in relation to other elementsin an ordered whole. (Cf. Hellensca, 
p. 173.) The ‘teleological view’ as applied to nature generally is simply 
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when scientific men repudiate teleology they are right 

so far as they are insisting on this: that-we must not 
interpret the postulate that everything has its function to 
mean that each particular thing has its end in serving 
some other particular thing ; and that we must not allow 

the postulate to make us anticipate the results of in- 
vestigation. It is one thing to say we can only interpret 
nature if we suppose it to have some meaning, and 
another thing to’ say that the first meaning we find in 
things is the true one. 

[The view then which sees everywhere means and ends 

is emphatically the view of Greek philosophy. This may 

be simply expressed in Greek phraseology by saying that __ 
the one question is, What is the good? For, to put the § 
matter in a summary way: the word* good’ means neans that 
which anything is meant to do or to be. The use of the, 
word implies a certain ultimate hypothesis as to the nature 

of things, namely that ‘there_is reason operating in the 
world, in man ure. | This 1 reason shows itself 
everywhere in the world in this particular way, that 
wherever there are a number of elements co-existent 
there will be found a certdin unity, a certain principle 
which correlates them, through which alone they are 
what they are, and in the light of which alone they can 

be understood. ‘(tims the ‘ood becomes to Plato both , I 
the ultimate conditi ality “and” the "the ultimate ja——. e 





condition of understanding. These are not t ings v7 
but one and the same ct le - Show wing itself i in different “Kes 


subject-matters., P 
ee 4 

La To come back to human life and morality, how does 

this view apply to them ? In the first place, it implies 





‘the recognition of this fact, The “significance of it will be seen later in 
considering Plato’s theory of science.—Ep.} 


veP. Q 
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(that the life of human society and that of the individual 
will inevitably be_regarded_as a certain adaptation of 
means to _an_end, and that _human_socicty_and the in- 
dividual soul will be regarded.as organisms. ] ‘Thus, as 
|| regards society, at the beginning of Book IV, where the 
question is raised whether we are making the Guardians 
happy, the reply is that you can only consider the well- 
being of a part when you have considered the good of 
the whole. So again in Book VIII the ruined spendthrift 
is described as seeming to be.a gember of the community 
without really being so, because he is, so to speak, in- 
- organic. And the whole decline of human society 
which Plato describes in Book VIII consists in its 
« gradually ceasing to be organic. J It is easy to see the 
bearing of this idea on virtue. “ Virtue _is that _quality 


of a thing which makes jt good of its kind; that it is 
geod _of its kind means that it dogs its -work well ; 
a morally good man is, one who does his work well ; 
the man who does his work well is the man yho fills 
the place assigned to him ‘in the world well.| The as- 
sumption, as regards society, is that every man has_his 
| place and his work. And the same idea of an. organism 
‘\in which each part has its place and its work is applied 
_also to the individual soul. , The virtue of the soul is that 


each part of it. should de i ell; and what the 


| work of each part is, js determined by the good or interest 
of the whole.soul. Y Whether any given act _you.do is 
| gre may be simply tested by the question, Can you 
honestly say that it contributes to the good of you taken 
‘ asa whole? . 
Thus the notion of the good, in its moral application; 
resembles the notion of principle. A man of principle, 


1 ndtv dvra tay tis wéAcws pepo. 552 A. 
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means a man who can be said more than mos! fe) 
live with a purpose, or (if you like) consistently, a con- 
centrated man, wi ose acts, thoughts, and desires converge 
to some one end " It might be said that this description 
‘ would include any man who had a strong will, good or 
bad. We should reply that every man is really an 
element in a world, in a society, ultimately in the xdopos, 
the intelligible order of the universe, Accordingly the 
purpose which dominates his life, the good for which he 
lives, will be d_in itself in_proportion as it serves 
a wider purpose, and ultimately the purpose or good of 
the order_of the world.’} As every picture, every ship, 
every man’s life, everything which is an ordered and 
organized whole, may be called a xdcpos,a little world, 
so the whole world, if we could see it, is the xdopos, the 
one order or whole in which all the rest are organic 
parts. This idea is worked out in the 7; tmaeus, and ‘ig 
the animating thought of that dialogue; it is applied 
there primarily to the physical universe, but is applicable 
also to society and human life *, and it is so applied in- 
the Republic. 

Avman’s life then is morally good in pr tion as ‘| 
exhibits purpose, and not merely purpose, but a purpose } 
cing beyond himself. “Tt is gopd in proportion to its 
concentration on the one hand, and on the other hand, 
in proportion to the amount which it embraces and ‘the , 
width of the interests it serves. The greater part of our: 
lives is practically Purposeless, and it is just for that 
reason that they come to so little. We have an idea 
of something of supreme value, some good, but as to 
» This is what is expressed by the metaphor of harmony in 443 


lp. &E Merb eS ian 
* Cf e.g. Timacus, 47 p, where xaraxéopnais of the soul is spoken of. 


.Q% 
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what it is we are ‘in darkness; hve do not see where we 
are going or what we are doing; and therefore most of 
the means we use, most of the so-called good things 
which are the immediate objects:of our aims, are of little 
profit to us (505). |This is the case even with the 
actions which we do in accordance with our views of 
justice and honour. aefffence ‘the necessity that the 
guardians, whose business it is to govern others and 
to direct th “moral purpose of the community, should 
have knowle ge.ofthe good, A man who does not see 
what is the good of justice or honour (what is the place 
that it holds in the world) will not be much of a guardian 
of it, for he has no firm hold of it (506 A). We see then 
why it has been said that the conception of the good ‘is 
wanted to fill up our sketchy, fragmentary view of human 
life, and to give it finish! (axpige.a). The more a man sees 
what he is going after; the more he will see life not as 
a mere outline, but as a whole with a structure and a 

lan. YY : 

Further, the more this is the case with a man, the 
more his life will become a work of intelligence on his 
own part, and intelligible to other people. We under: 
stand things just in proportion as we see the good of 
them; and the supremg good, the end to which all things 
converge, is, in Plato’s metapher, the sun that gives light 
to the intelligible universe. Intelligibillty is the reflected 
light of the supreme purpose which pervades the world 


and is reflected through variqus wedia'to us. Everything 
in the wogld in its measure reveals, or is the appearance 
of, the good] We may say therefore, to give a general 
statement of Plato’s conception, that for a man vw attain 


the good, so far as it is given to man to do so, would bes 
for him to‘live in the light. } So to live means that he . 
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should realize constantly his position in the economy 

of things, in the society of which he is a member, in 

humanity, in the world. And, seeing his position, he 

would realize how he can best_be that which he is and 

best do that which he does. {We see then how closely +; 
related morality and ieaowledge are in Plato’s mind.: a 
This ideal of a man’s life might equally well be described ‘ 

as perfect knowledge and understanding (so far as that 

is possible) of himself and of his own life, or as perfect 

performance (so far as that is possible) of his true function 

in the world of which. he is a part. From both points 

of view, the conception of what we call an organic whole 

with a unifying principle in it lies at the bottom of 

Plato’s conception. On the one hand to understand the } 
world, or or any. | bit _of ig, 1s to see it, in the light ‘of-th 
good, ‘that is to sce how the different parts of it converge ‘ 

to their common end. On the other hand, to he perfectly : 
good _is™ “to _do_one’s own | business’ (ra. abrod mpdrrewy), | 
which always means to do what, in virtue of what one! 

is, one can do best, and what contributes best to the! 

good of the whole of which one is a part} 

We -have seen that the good is also the end of life. 
When man is spoken of as living for an end (rédos), we 
have to remember that the Greek word primarily means, 
not an end in the sense of wh%t we come to last, but 
the finished or consummated work. In the case of man, 
the end is just to be, in the course of his life, in his: 
imperfect way what nature has given him the capacity 
to be. . Thus when we speak of the good as the end of 
life we must guard against supposing that it is any single 

_ tangible thing which a man can get and have done with. 
Tt is an ideal which cannot possibly -be_attained, or it~ 
‘would cease ld cease_to_be an ideal. “This is ing aS true of/ 





iN 
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‘Aristotle’s ideal as of Piato’s A just as true of the 
e 


Utilitarian ideal as of any other. , Everybody means 


by the ultimate ideal not wealth, health, power, or * 


knowledge, but always something which makes these 


good to him, as is proved by the fact that nobody is ° 


ever finally satisfied, or sits down and says, ‘I have the 
good. The difference between one theory about life 


and another does not concern this point; it lies in the - 


particular ways in which men conceive of the ultimate 
good, and in the ways in which they connect this good 
with the rest of their lives. : 

) The good, as wé remarked at starting, is represented 


ne 


by Plat end of life andas the cause_of 


hings being understood, but also as the source of the 
being of everything in the world; it actually makes 


things What they aré, aiid sustains them or keeps them 


in being.) What Plato means by this may be seen from 


the passage in Book IV (qlready referred to) where he 
is answering the question whether the guardians would 
be happy. If one takes a human society one sees that 
it is literally true that a member of that society is 
exactly what he docs in that society, just as a hand or. 
a foot is what it does im the body. For the function 
or épyov of a thing is its. being ; you cannot separate the 


two ideas. tr you are asked what anything js, every 
goes you giye Wescribes a function of the thing. The 
being of a thing is jts activity. When a man ceases to 
do that which makes him himself, he has really ceased 
to be thac man; if he is performing no civic function he 
is no citizen, just as if you cut off a foot from the body 
it is not a fodt.” This ‘is the simple principle which 


\ 
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what .they mean is determined by their place in, the 
order_of the world ; what_determines their place.in the 
order of the world is the supreme good, the principle of 
that order, | Thus_their_very being is determined by 
that r order hey realize their. true being in_propgrtion 
as they 1 recognize that order ; ; and so far as they refuse 
to recogniz: hey TallTout of that order, and literally 
give up so much of their. being. 

The: same co tion of the good appears in other 
dialogues. The Gorgias has already been referred to. 
In the Péggdo the good is represented as the final cause 
of the world, which is what in the truest sense makes 

ee 
and holds together the world ; it is contrasted with what 
are ordinarily’ called’ material_causes, which Plato calls 
‘the aw, without which the cause would not be 

In 


use the Philebus it is represented as manifest- 















i cipal fort beauty, and 
proportion? ; “put under all its aspectgeit is the principle 
of the order of the universe. tL the 77 Macus, where 
Plato describes in ‘picture language’ the creation of the 
world, the creator (Snpoupyes) embodies to a great extent, 
ina personal and m thological form, the same attributes 
as are ascribed to the form.of the good in the Republic. 
+He makes. the-world to be as good’ as possible, because 
he is himself perfectly good and therefore free from all 
envy and perfectly beneficent. Further, he makes the 
world as we perceive it with the senses (86 per’ alcdjcews 
addyou dofaordv) after the pattern of a world which is 
‘intelligible’ (vojoee pega Adyou weptdyarév) 3#which means’ 
not that there are really two worlds, but that, 4s we might 
say, the world as it is revealed thrqugh the senses is the 


Fr 2 
1 Phacdo, 97 8 to 99 ¢. . 2 Philebus, 64 8 to 65 a. 
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manifestation of an intelligible order’, At the end of 
the 7imaeus we find the distinction between the Creator 
and the intelligible world tending tg-disappear, while 
the sensible world itself becomes God made ‘manifest to 
human senses (eds alaOnrds)*. As in the Republic we 
are told ood that it cannot be explained tous 
in its fullness as it is, so in the Zimeeus we are told that 
it would be impossible to speak of the gods and of the 
origin of the world in exact and altogether consistent 
language *. The two dialogues then, in spite of the 
difference in form, agree in this, that the world as we 
See it is represented as revealing, though revealing im-. 
perfectly, those | intelligible sabcipies upon which_it is - 


really constructed, and that_this_system. of intelligible 
forms is represented as leading up to and depending upon 
some supreme creative | sustaining power. Moreover, 
in the Timaeus as. well as the Republic, we are told that 
the highest bliss of man consists in getting to be at one 
with the universe of which he_is_a_part= In the 
Timaeus the supreme power in the universe is described | 
a personal way, in the Republic it is described in 
what we call an abstract way. Of the two ways no 
joubt Plato thought the latter truer. Though he never 
resitated to use the language of popular Greek theology 
‘0 express philosophical ideas of his own, he often lets 
us know that this languageydid not and could not 
embody the truth as it is. aa 


e ‘form _of the good’ in 
the Republic occupies the place in regard both to,morals 
and to“ science which the aconception of God would 











'\ 1} Timaeus, 27 p to go B. ? Ibid. 92 3B. 
\: Ibid. 29 B & ¢ [where ‘the gods’ is seen from the context-to be 
equivalent to ‘ '—Ep.] 


‘ Ibid. 47 &c. 
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occupy in a modern philosophy of morals and nature, 
if that philosophy considered 1 the conception of God as 
essential to_its ts_system. Plato i in the "Republic_« does_not 


call this principle ( God but. form. He has assigned | to 
a form or principle - the “position and_function__ which 
ight be assigned to God, but he. still | speaks of it-as 
a form or principle. With this reserve, we may say that 
the easiest way to give Plato’s conception a meaning 
is to compare it with certain conceptions of the divine 
nature, for example with the conception of the ‘ light of 
the world.’ 
{We may now summarize the passage in which the Seg x to 
“conception of the ‘good’ is, introduced to us in the °°” 
Republic. } Certain preliminary and more or less accepted 
notions of the good are first brought forward. In the 
first place everybody allows that, whatever élse the good 
means, it is that which gives all other things their value, 
We must not think of it asa thing that can be taken 
from or added to health, wealth, and the rest; it is; 
simply that in everything which makes it really worth 
having; all men, philosophers and others alike, assume 
this. | Plato goe to mention two current_theories 
as to What is “worth, ‘having in 1 the world.” Some 
call pleasure t good, holding that what we want is to 
fecl pleased, to get enjoyment~“ Others call intelligence , 
the good, holding that what we want is to anderseund 
things. ] These two theories, which form the subject 
of discussion in the PAz/ebus, are but briefly mentioned 
here. (Plato simply Points out where they both fall 
short, Those who m make pleasant feeling the one object 
of life are obliged to allow distinctions of good and evil, 
_in pleasure, and this at once introduces a standard other 
than pleasure. So again those who say that understgnd- 
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ing is the true good are obliged to import into their 
definition the very conception that they suppose them- 
selves to be defining; for when asked the question, 
‘understanding of what?’ they answer, ‘understanding 
of the good’; so that both parties are full of inconsistency 
(add). But amid all this inconsistency one thing iS 
certain, that people are in earnest on this matter, and that 
iwhen they talk about the good they mcan something 
real. Many are found quite willing to put up with the 
appearance of morality; there the appearance hasa certain 
value’; but nobody would willingly put up with the ap- 
pearance of the good, for the good, their own: good, is 
what people really want But it is just this real thing ’ 
about which they are so much in the dark; every soul, 
surmises that there is something of this sort, something 
in comparison with whigh nothing else is worth having ; 
but every soul is in doubt what it is, and_is without any 
sure_or permanent belief about Edson) And this 
very uncertainty makes us miss what is good in other 
things ; our being in the dark about the real or ultimate 
good re-acts on our ideas of the ordinary ‘good things,’ 
commonly so called, and’ makes our aims uncerfain, 
Certainly then, this ultimate good is the one thing ahout 
which men who are going to goyern the state shoulg not 
ein the dark. 


5068 to After-this preliminary survey of accepted beliefs and 
509 c. diverse theories, Socrates, who has been spending his 
,. life in enquiring into the nature of the good, is called 

Sev upon to say what he hirhself thittks aboutit. He answers 


that to express what is in his mind all at_once woild be 
a flight above his power ; the utmost he can do at first 
is to explain his conception of the good by an analogy: 
‘I cannot show you the good, but I’ can show you the 
2 you te good, | cca Ac) ABS, 
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child hild of the good.’ From what follows later on! it is 
pretty vetty clear that Plato was quite serious with the notion 
that the world, as it is to human sense, is a manifestation,! 
a likeness 0 eness or image, of an_ intelligible and non-sensible! 
order. So that the passage, which now follows, about‘ 
the sun, is not merely an illustrative simile, but expresses 
1 to Plato's mind a real analogy between the phen: ena 
‘of the sensible world and the non-sensible . principles they 


express®, In the c comparison which he draws the good 








* 
* Cf. the passages from the Timacus. qypted on p, 232. 


7 [It is nbt possible to reproduce the whole of this passage as it occurred 
in the lectures, and the foregoing sentences as they stand might give 
afalse impression of what the comparison between the good and the sun 
leads to. In order to follow the main course of Plato’s thought we must 
be careful at first not to press this comparison, at all beyond the points 
which he specifically uses it to bring out. he position of the sun, 
in the visible universe here supplies PlMto with imagery to express the’ 
idea that the good is the source of all knowledge and the source of all 
being. In Book VII the sun affords Plato more imagery for describing 
the stages by which man may be led up to a clear vision of the good. 
Now it is probable, as this passage in the lecture suggests, that Plato felt 
it was no accident that made this imagery available for him, by placing in 
the world, as seen by the eye, a visible object thus comparable to the chief 
object in the world as thought could make it known. He probably thought 
that, so to speak, it was part of the function of the sun thus to present 
a type of the — Compare the language used about the heavenly 
bodies ganerally in VII, 529 qesq., and the passage already referred to 
in the Tinteus 47 A to x. (But he does not develop this idea, and the 
point of this passage, in the agreement of the Republic, lies simply in the, 
statement that the good is the cause of all knowledge-and-of.all being? 
In the following PSage THE comparison of the divided line) where this 
is expanded and explained, the real relation of the good to the visible 
world begins to appear in its main outlines, and then of course the sun 
does not play a part different from that of any other visible object. As 
we make an advance in understanding the world when we turn our 
attention from things as we see them to the unities or principles which 
underlie what we see, so we make a further advance when we rise from 
the principles which thought first discovers in the world to the ultim; 
principle of all, the good. As the varying multitude of things presex’ 
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.is said to be in the intelligible world | as the sun is in the 


visible. He works out the comparison of the good with 
j the sun through a theory of light and of vision which 
was wrong, but this does not affect the points which he 
wished to bring out im his conception of the good. They 
are briefly these. Firgt,“the good is the. source of in- 
telli igence in the minds and intelligibil ity in the object, 
just as the sun is the source of vision in the eye and 
of ‘visibility i in its object. Truth is the reflexion of the 
good ; the world is intelligible and the soul intelligent i in 
proportion ; as aa the good is strongly or 1 yeakly_ ref reflected, 
’ Just as in a sense there are colours | and vision n_ without 
Zz light, sc so we may spcak of an “object a and a mind as b ageing. 
potentially intelligible and intelligent ; yet o is not 
really intelligence and truth until the good $ ines upon 
2Y the e mind, _and the world. ° “Secondly as ‘the | sun_is the 
source not only of light and’vi visign, but also of the ‘actual 
i}, generation and growth of the the organic world, | so.the good 
-dlis the source not only of truth ‘truth and knowledge, but actually 
‘ lot the life and being being of th ‘the worl 1e world. : 
‘ This passage e then assi assigns to the good its “peselen in 
‘ as it is'to sense is the i image and 


| the world. The_wor! 0 
the product of the g go A; and the world as itis to intelli 


to the senses are made what they are by laws or “principles which 
the senses do not directly reveal, so the whole scheme of laws or 
principles whjch thought or science discovers owes its being, and the 
things of sense in turn owe their being, to one ultimate principle, the 
good. Such is Plato's account of the good as completed by subsequent 
passages. Looking then at the passage about the sun in its place in the 
coutse of the argument, we might say that it is not really the sun in 
particular, but the whole visible world, whether as seen or as understood 
by thought, that js the child of the good in whom its image may be traced. 
In the Tisuaens the metaphor of paternity comes up again, and theré 
-is the world, not the sun in particular, that is called the child of the 
sator.—Ep,] 


~ 
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gence is also the image and the product of the good ; \ 
so, we “might say, the. whole world, whether a as itis ft 
to.sensever as it is to. intelligence, whether in. its.more 
superficial or in its more profound aspect, reflects the 


woot | 


se9ptothe 
end of VI, 


a 7 


XI. THE FOUR STAGES OF 
INTELLIGENCE 


(Republic, VI. 509 p to end.] 


HAVING described in a general way the position and 
function of the good in knowledge, Plato goes on to 
distinguish] more in detail [the_stages of development 
through which the human_mind passes or might pass 
from ignorance to knowledge,| from a point at which 
the” okidstive world is, so to say, perfectly dark and 
unintelligible, to a point at which it is perfectly lumi- 
nous. {He represents to us by a very obvious symbol 
an agcending scale of mental states and a corresponding 
scale of objects of thought. Imagine a vertical straight 
line, “and divide it into four parts. The line must be 
conceived of as beginning in total. darkness _at_one end, 
and passing up to perfect light at the other. It is 
a continuous lin, though it is ‘divided into sections. 
Plato, in choosing this symbol, may have wished to 
express the continuity of the process which it represents. 
At any rate we hay®‘to Temember that there is no’ 
sudden break betweén: the visible and the _intelligible 
world, which the twd main sections of the line stand for 





* There is a curious uncertainty as to whether Plato wrote dy’ tea 
THhpara or dvica ruhpara, i.e. whether the line is divided into four 
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fr he scale which the four sections of the line represent 
is a scale of luminousness. It is an attempt. epresent 
the stages through which the! human min must go if 





‘it would arrive at_a perfect knowledge of the world ; 


and, again, an attempt to represent the different and suc- 
cessive aspects that the world presents to the human 
mind as it advances in knowk edge. When we speak of 
the objects of the mind’s thought in its different stages, 
we should divest ourselves of the notion that they repre- 
sent four different classes of real objects; they only 
represent four different views of the world, or different 
aspects of the same objects. For what we call the same 
object has very different aspects to different people; for 
example, the scientific botanist and the person who 
knows no botany may see the same flower as far as the 
eyes go, but they understand it in totally different ways ; 


equal parts, or into four unequal but proportional parts, As it is uncer- 
tain which he wrote, and as the line is never referred to again, it is not 
worth while trying to make out what might have been meant by the 
inequality of the parts, (I think it is clear that duca (unequal) is 
the right reading. Otherwise there is nothing to show what the line 
symbolizes; for the suggestion in the lecture that the line passes from 
total darkness to complete illumination is not founded on anything in 
the text of the present passage, but derived from Plato’s use of the 
metaphor of light in the preceding and following passages. But if we 
read dvioa the meaning is clear. The proportion in length between 
the different sections of the line symbolizes the proportion in clearness 
or in profundity of insight between the different mental states described. 
Cf. wai aa Zoras cagnveia walt doageig mpds GAANAa, #.7.2., 509 D. The 
sentence is not brought to its logical completion, but it starts as if Plato 
was going to state a proportion between the mental states, as, according 
to this reading, he has already stated a proportion between the sections 
of the line. That proportion would obviously have been : tmorhyn is to 
éta, in respect of capyyea, what, within the sphere of défa, seeing real 
objects is to seeing shadows; and, further, within the sphere of what 
we have called émornpy, vénois is to ddvoa what émorhpy itself isto 
8éga.—Ep.]} 
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to the former it is the image of all botanical laws. 
} ; Plato is anxious throughout to emphasize the difference 
“between these views of things. They differ in degree 
of superficiality and profundity as well as of obscurity 
and luminousness. This means, we may regard pro- 
i gress in knowledge as a progress from the most super- 
' ficial to the most penetrating view of things. Hence 
the relation between each higher and each lower stage 
is expressed by Plato as the relation between sceing 
an image or shadow and seeing the thing imaged or 
shadowed. This metaphor bears a great part in_his 
theory_of of knowledge. It means that there is a great 
deal” more in what the mind perceives at each stage 
than in what it perceives in the stage below. There 
is more in the actual solid object than there is in a 
mere reflexion or picture of it; and when science comes 
and says that these solid objects, which we call the real 
things in the world, are not the ultimate truth, that it 
is the principles which they embody which are really 
worth knowing, that not some particular plant or animal, 
but the permanent and uniform nature which appears 
in all such things, is the object of real knowledge, 
then science, though it seems to be leaving the real 
world behind, tells us more than the ordinary. view 
of things tells us. 

Through these different stages all human minds which 
develop their powers of understanding fully must more 
or less pass; the most gifted as well as the least begins 
by what Plato calls seeing things as images; different 
minds advance to different distances in different stages, 
and the same mind advances to different stages with 
different parts of itself. Plato’s ideal for education is , 
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should provide for different minds by giving them, 
according to the stage they are in, appropriate objects 
of thought, and should lead them gradually, according 
to their capacity, and as easily as may be, to the truest 
‘view of things of which they are capable. Want of 
education in this sense means that minds which ought 
to have advanced further remain in a lower stage, and 
mistake the comparatively superficial view of truth they 
get there for the whole truth. 

The four stages of -mental development are called 
(beginning with the lowest) exacla, wiorts, didvora, and 
vénors (later called émrrjyn). The two former are stages 
of what has previously been described as ddfa; the two 
latter are stages of what has been called yvéots or 
extorjun and is later on called vénots (a term which in 
this passage is limited to the higher of them) }. 

*(1) The most superficial view © of the world, that. which 
conveys least knowledge of it, is called by Plato exaoia. : 
The word has a double meaning; it has its regular 
meaning of conjecture, and an etymological meaning 
of which Plato avails himself, the perce ception of images, 
that state of mind whose objects are of the nature of 
mere images (élxéves). There is a connexion between 
the two meanings; when we talk of a conjecture we 
imply that it is an uncertain belief, and we imply also 
that it arises from a consideration of the appearance 
or surface of the thing in question. Plato has availed 
himself of both meanings of the word, so as to express 
a certain character or property of the object of mental 
apprehension and a certain state of mind in the subject; 
the mental state is one of very little certitude, its objects 

4 ave of the nature of ‘images,’ shadows and reflexions, 
1 Cf. 533 E sq. 
WP. R 
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Why does he describe this lowest group of objects 
as shadows or reflexions? Shadows, images, and dreams, 
are the most obvious types of unreality, and the contrast 
between_ ‘them, and realities is very striking to early 
thinkers, as it is to a mind which is just beginning to 
think. In what respect does a shadow differ from the 
real thing? It resembles it merely i in the outline, and 
that is often very vague and inexact ; the rest of the 
real thing, its solidity, its constitution, even its colour, 

: vanishes i in the shadow. In what respect does a reflexion 


of the real ‘object than a shadow does ; its outline i is very 
fairly defined and exact ; the colour of the object. is 
retained to a certain extent; but a reflexion is still only 
in two dimensions, Any state of mind of which the 
object stands to some other object as a shadow or 
reflexion does to the real thing, is edxaola. 

This at once opens an enormous field; but what 
particular states of mind had Plato in view? We may 
find an example of his n meaning in the Allegory of the 
Cave, the prisoners in which see only sha 
‘Images (@ydAuara)". “An instance of ai” imag 
language of that allegory, would be the conception of 
justice as “embadied, perhaps, in Athenian law, which 
according to Plato would be a very imperfect embodi- 
ment. <A step further from reality, a shadow of that 
image, would be the miisrepresentation of the Athenian 
law by a specia} pleader. Suppose a man believed that 
Justice really was this misrepresentation, his state of 
mind would be* elxacia; justice would come to him 





? VII, 517 v. Note that the elsdves of our present passage (509 £) do 
not correspond to the dyéAwara of the Allegory of the Cave, but 
te the shadows of the dydApere. 
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through a doubly distorting medium, first through the 

medium of Athenian legislation, and further through the 

words of the lawyer. 

. We may take another example from Book X, where, i 
Plato works out this idea in his attack on the imitative ‘ a 

to the fact! 

thing, but 


arts, The > effect of arts like painting is d 
that the artist puts before us not the act 
its image (ctdwAov) or its appearance at a ct 
He pt puts things before us not ‘as 3 they 
appear (the word eixacia is not used, but it is the same 
idea). He is so far like a man who goes about holding 
up a mirror before things’. “If any one then were so far 
taken in by the perspective and colouring as to think the 
picture before him the actual thing, he would be in 
a state of elkacia. The moment a man knows that 
a shadow is only a shadow, or a picture only a picture, 
he is no longer in a state of e’xacta in that particular 
respect. But, though the arts do not produce illusion of 
that simple kind, Plato attacks them in Book X, entirely 
on the gi ind that they are constantly used to produce 
and stimulate a > a multitude of illusory _ ideas of ; another 
kind. “He taices p painting as ‘the most obvious instance of : 
imitative art, but he applics the p: inciple which h he makcs 
it illustrate to words. Poetry and rhetoric are the great 
sources of the kind of illusion he has in mind. The poet 


gives us an image se of his ep erience ; but, if we think uk we 





























' Like the siete in the Allegory of the ou gives us a piece of 
work which, in Plato's language, is two steps removed from the reality. 
First comes the ‘ idea’ of the thing represented, beauty; then the first 
copy or expression of that ‘idea,’ in the beautiful human face (the actual © 

“ thing); then comes the second copy, the artist's representation of that 
face (the reflexion or shadow). 


R&@ 
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Whien then Plato talks of ‘ images,’ he is not thinking 
specially of pictures or statfies, s, what he is primarily 
thinking of is images produced by words. . Sensitiveness 
to the force of words is a marked feature of Plato; and 
he seems to have felt intensely the power of evil they 
may have when used by a skilful sophist', as if his own 
great mastery over them had made him realize the possible 
perversion of such skill. He looks upon language as the 
power of putting images between men’s minds and the 
facts. He felt this about rhetoric still more than about 
poetry, the two being closely associated in his mind, 
and both being arts of using language which exercised 
a great power over the Greeks *, 
But we must not suppose that Plato regarded the 
\ power of language as only a bad “thing, and incapable of 
' good. In Book LI we have the metaphor of images 
uscd in a good sense ; and we learn that it is one of the 
functions of art (including both poetry and the plastic 
arts) to put before us true images. of self- command, 
courage, generosity &c., and to train the mind to recognize 
them*. The scholar, he says, who knows his letters must 
‘be able to recognize them just as well in their reflexions 
in water or in a mirror, and so the povorxds will recognize 
the types of beauty and the reflexions of virtue in art. 
‘Thus ovetxy is conceived in this passage as the education 
of cixacia, a training of the soul to read the reproductions 
of reality in art aright ; it is intended to develop rightly 
that side of the soul on which it is appealed to by images, 
a condition of mind which is predominant in children and 
undeveloped races, and in many men throughout their - 


ata 





2 Cf, Sophist, 294 B-E. Cf. 254 A, B. 2 Cf. VII. 517 D. 
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whole lives. In_Book X, on the other hand, where Plato 
denounces imitative art and exposes its dangers, all that 
he says is dominated by. ‘the idea that the artist gives us 
only the external appearance.of things. His s general view 
of art may be thus expressed: the right function of art 
is to put before the soul images of what is intrinsically 
great or beautiful, and so to 
what is great or beautiful in ac ual Tife ; ‘when art “makes 
people mistake what is only’ appearance for what is more 
than appearance, it is performing its wrong ‘function. 

We are all in a state of elkacfa about many things, 
and to get a general idea of the sort of views that Plato 
had in mind when he spoke of shadows and reflexions 
which are taken for realities we must think how many 
views there are which circulate in society and form a large 
part of what we call our knowledge, but which when we 





x 


examine them are seen to be distorted, imperfect repre-- 
sentations of fact, coming to us often through the media 
of several other men’s minds, and the media of our own | 


fancies and prejudices. 

The literal translation of elkacta is ‘imagination. But 
it would be very misleading to translate the one word by 
the other; for, while elxacfa expresses the superficial side 
of what we call imagination, it does not express the deeper 
side. Imagination in English has two senses. In one 
sense it really does answer to Plato’s conception of seeing 
images. When we say that something is a mere imagina- 
tion, or that a man is the slave of his own imagination, 
we do mean to describe a very superficial view of things. 


But when we say that a poet is a man of great imagina-~ 


tion we mean almost the exact opposite. We mean that 
the appearance of things suggests to him all kinds 
of deep truth which to the ordinary person it does not 
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suggest at all. The great poet, while it is’true that he 
regards things on their sensuous side, is great because 
he reads through what his senses show him, and arrives 

: by imagination at truths not different in kind from those 
which another might arrive at by what we call thinking. 
‘Plato seems much more impressed by the possible misuse 
of imaginative work than by its possible use, though he 
himself is a standing example of what the union of 
thought and imagination cando. And it isan undoubted 

, fact that we are apt to live habitually in an unreal world 
in which we take the image for the reality, instead of 
reading the reality by the image. 

Plato's 's conception of the mental condition, of the great 
body « of men is put before us in the Allegory. of the 
Cave; their state is for the most part such that all that 
occupies their minds is of the nature of shadows; it is, 
further, such that they firmly | bel ieve th 
be real and the only reality. And in this 

: illusion, “for so long_as a aman realizes that “the. shadows 
are "shadows there is no illusion’, Their state is also 
one of g great “uncertainty. Among the prisoners in the 
allegory those who are honoured and rewarded most 
are those who are quickest at learning to remember the 
order in which the shadows pass, and who are thus best 
able to prophesy what will pass next. This is meant to 

illustrate how uncertain or conjectural their judgments 
necessarily are. bet proportion as our knowledge is not 
first-hand, not t derived tr “actital Cot 



















1 We must remember, however, that the degrees of such illusion as 

Plato is speaking of are very subtle; there are, to develop his metaphor, 

jmany intermediate stages between taking the shadow as altogether real 
and ceasing altogether to be misled by it. 
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(2) Thus cixasia is conjecture, and the next stage, 
nists, is so-called because it contrasts with exacfa in 
regard to certitude. Wiors is a. feeling of certainty. 
When people have themselves come_in contact with 
things, they feel far more certain about them than if they 
had o only come it ior “with | em them through « thers, 
and nisms is the state of mind in which we know what we. 
call the actual tangible things of life; these are not the 
sole reality by any means, yet we feel about them a good 
deal of certainty. 

We must remember that both eixacta and miorts are sub- 
divisions of ‘ opinion’ (8é£a), so that what has been said of 
it is true of them. To the state of mind called opinion 
truth and reality exist under the form of a number of 
separate and apparently independent objects, each with 
a character and position of its own, whether these objects 
are real or reflected. Whether, for instance, one’s know- 
ledge of justice is derived from books or from what we 
are told, or derived from personal experience, it is equally 
true that, so long as we are in the state of ‘opinion,’ the 
only answer we could give to the question What is justice, 
would be to point to some particular acts or laws or 
institutions. Still we feel a difference when we come 
out of the region in which we can only know things at 
second hand, or can only imagine them, into that in 
which we have to do with them oursglves. It is the 
transition from uncertainty to a sort of certainty ?. 

Further, just as there is a good state of exagia and also 
a bad state, a state which contains some truth and 


' The state of ‘right opinion ? described in Books III and IV, with its i 
attendant virtue of courage, i.e. tenacity, is a state of alors. It is 
a State of mind which is continually being tested by action, as contrasted ! ! 
with a previous state of mind in which the soul was not in contact with * 
real life, 
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a state which contains none, so it is with all opinion. 
It is important to remember this, for in Book III 
‘right opinion’ is the sum of virtue, the virtue of the 
Guardian ; so that it is surprising to us when, in Book V, 
Plato begins to speak of opinion in a tone of con- 
tempt.” Now eixasla is only described as a state of 
mind which we have to get out of, when it is regarded 
as one which we are satisfied with and accept as final ; 
the harm of the shadow or reflexion arises only when 
one takes it for something else ; illusion is the misinter- 
pretation of appearance, but the appearance which 
is the occasion of illusion is capable also of being 
rightly interpreted. And so with opinion generally ; 
it is only so far as one believes the object of opinion 
to be ultimate truth that it is a thing to get rid of. 
‘Right opinion,’ in which true principles are embodied 
however imperfectly, is a state of mind which is quite 
laudable, and beyond which we cannot get as regards 
the great bulk of our experience. What is unsatisfac- 
tory in this state of mind is that it is bound up with 
certain particular objects, and is liable to be shaken 
when we discover that these objects are not so fixed and 
permanent in.their character as we thought, but depend 
on their surroundings for their propertiés. Then the 
mind is set to ask, If what I have known as justice, or 
beauty, or weight, changes in this extraordinary way, 
when seen in different relations, and is in such a continual 
state of fluctuation, what can fustice, or beauty, or weight 
bel? . : 

It is this feeling or perception that the objects of dééa 
are self-contradictory which sets the mind to ask for 
other forms of truth. The sense of difficulty and em- 


een wee. 


THE FOUR STAGES OF INTELLIGENCE 249 


barrassment arising when what we are accustomed to 
believe in fails drives us to look for something else. 
We are impelled to search for what Plato calls ‘forms,’ 
principles or laws which make these various things what 
they are, or for the unity which underlies this changing 
and manifold world. 

(3) Plato calls the stage of mental development in 
which he describes us as beginning to do this, d:dvora. 
The word itself gives no clear idea of the thing meant ; 
it was to the Greeks what the word ‘intellect’ is to us. 
Like intellect, it has no very fixed meaning, and de- 
scribes no one state of mind!, but it was a word obviously, 
applicable to the state of mind of which the scientific! 
man is the best instance. Plato's illustrations of d:dvora! 
are taken from the only sciences of his time ; and, though 
there are differences, there is a great substantial simi- 
larity between the things he says of it, and modern 
ideas of what we should call the scientific habit of 
mind %, 

Plato gives us two characteristics of this state, without 
showing us the connexion between them: (a) It deals | 
with sensible things, but it employs them as symbols of : 
something “which | is not _ sensible ; (0) it-reasons from 
‘hypotheses.’ Arithmetic and “geometry are the most : 


obvious types of d:dvora in both these respects. 





1 Thus in Aristotle d:avonrixat dperai is a name which covers ability in 
all high forms of intellectual activity, in art, philosophy, morality, &c. 

* The word js often translated by ‘understanding,’ while véyois, to 
which it is opposed, is translated by ‘ reason,’ because these are words ° 
which have been used to describe a lower and a higher phase of intelli- 
gence, Aidyoia and véqots or émorqpy stand in the same relation to one : 
another as ‘ Verstand’ and ‘ Vernunft’ in Kant; and Coleridge gave the 
words ‘understanding’ and ‘reason’ technical senses intended to cor- 
respond with ‘ Verstand’ and ‘ Vernunft.’ 


2s0 LECTURES ON PLATO'S ‘REPUBLIC’ 


(2) The arithmetician and the geometrician, while they 
use visible forms, are not actually thinking of them. 
The geometrician is thinking about the triangle or the 
circle as such ; he uses the circle which he draws as a 
symbol of this; and though, without such symbols, the 
study of mathematics would be impossible, the circle 
which he draws remains a mere symbol. Visible images 
such as he uses are just the objects of opinion—separate, 
independent, sensible things, each with a position and 
character of its own. The objects of which these ‘ real 
things’ are symbols to him are what Plato calls forms, 
such as the ‘form of the triangle’ or ‘the triangle itself, 
for these two expressions are used indifferently. 

What Plato here says of mathematics applies to all 
science whatever. All science treats the actual objects 
of experience as symbols. ‘It is always lookings for laws, 
and the sensible things around us become to it symbols 
of them, or, in other words, are looked upon only as 
the expression of principles; the botanist or zoologist 
has to speak of particular animals or plants, but it 
does not matter to him what particular animal or plant 
of the same species he takes. We express the same 
fact by saying that science is abstract. The man of 
science necessarily and consciously leaves out of account 
a great deal in the objects he contemplates, and fixes 
his attention on certain points in them. It is a matter 
of indifference to the geometrician, in investigating the 
relations between the sides and angles of a triangle, 
how big, or of what colour, or of what material the 
particular triangle is; it may be of great interest to 
some one else, but not to him; yet all these things go 
to make up the ‘visible triangle.’ In using this phrase 
and contrasting the ‘visible triangle’ with an ‘intel- 
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ligible triangle, which is the object of the geometrician’s 
study, we are speaking as if there were two triangles, 
and may easily be led to think of the ‘intelligible tri- 
angle’ as if it were another triangle which is a faint 
image of the sensible one. From this difficulty of lan- 
guage arises the greater part of the difficulty of Plato’s 
idealism. We must, therefore, be clear what we mean 
when we speak of the intelligible triangle; the use of 
the phrase does not imply that there are two different 
classes of triangles, the intelligible and the sensible ; it 
means simply that there is in the sensible triangle 
a property distinguishable from all its other properties, 
which makes it a triangle. The sensible triangle is the 
‘intelligible triangle’ plus certain properties other than 
triangularity. These other properties the geometrician: 
leaves out of account, or, in Plato’s language, regards’ 
as merely symbolic. The phrase, which+is familiar to us, 
that science abstracts, expresses just what Plato means, 
when he says that science treats particular objects as 
merely symbolic, symbolic of ee which they as a 
whole are not. All science does thi.: - 

We may put this in a different way so as to illustrate Ls cntew Aw 
its bearing upon education, The study of the Sciences 
compels_us.to think ; it compels us, as Plato says, to let 
go_our senses and trust to our intellects. In Book VII’ 
he insists upon this in the case of all the sciences he. 
mentions ; we have in each to set aside our senses and 
their associations, and to look at things with our minds; 
that is we have to set aside all but that particular law 
or principle which is our object of interest for the time 
being. That is why science scems at first to upset all 

_ouf ordinary associations and to be less real than our 
ordinary experience. 
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(4) Plato telis us further that 8:dvoa reasons from. 
‘hypotheses.’ We mean by a hypothesis a theory 1 tem- 
porarily assumed to be. true, which we are prepared to 
abandon if the facts do not agree with it ; a hypothetical 
view would mean a provisional view, awaiting confirma- 
tion or disproof. But the use of the word tqdéeors in 
Plato and Aristotle is different from this. Plato meant 
by a hypothesis a truth which is assumed to be ultimate 
er primary when it really depends upon some higher 
ruth ; not that it is untrue or could ever be proved false, 
but that it is treated for the present as self-conditioned. 
The point of contact between Plato’s use of the word 
and ours is that, in both, a ‘hypothesis’ is regarded as 
conditional or dependent upon something; but Plato’s 
hypotheses are by no means provisional theories, they 

© are the truths at the basis of all the sciences. Arithmetic 
Ya and geometry rest upon certain assumptions or hypo- 
theses. The ultimate assumption“ of arithmetic is 
number, with its primary properties of ddd and even. 
The agthmeticiall does not expect to have to give 
an account of this; if any one denies the existence of 
number, the possibility of his studying arithmetic is de- 
stroyed ; but, granted numbgg as a starting-point (dpx7), 
the arithmetician reasons from it connectedly and con- 
sistently, and discovers from it any particular arithmetical 
truth he wants. So with the geometrician; what he takes 
.as his starting-point is the existence of geometrical space 
with a few of its most elementary properties, If, when 
she brings a truth back to his postulates, axioms and 
definitions, you deny them, he can only say it is impos- 
sible to argue with you; it is not his business as a 
geometrician to prove them. In the same way the 
physicist starts with the conceptions of matter and 


' 
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motion, the biologist with life, the economist with wealth, 
the moralist with morality. These, with a few of their 
most elementary forms and attributes, are the hypotheses 
of the sciences concerned with them, and each science 
has similarly its own hypotheses. 

By calling such conceptions hypotheses, in the sense? 
that they depend for their validity on some other truths, } 
what does Plato mean? Not that they are untrue, for; 
he speaks ‘of them as a form of ‘ “being.” They are hypo- 
theses because, if we saw things wholly and as they are, 
we should see that being is one whole (a xéopos), and that, 
as it is one whole, the various forms or kinds of it must 
be connected ; whereas the arithmetician and the geome- 
trician treat their respective forms of being as if they 
were perfectly independent ; that is, they assume them 
without giving an account of them. The truths they 
start from await the confirmation (SeBaiwsts) of being 
shown to be,elements in an interconnected whole ?. It 
is thus an imperfection of d:dvova that jts ‘starting-points’ 
are hypothetical, that they are not secn in their true 
or full connexions; for the ideal of science is perfect 
connexion and perfect explanation. And these are the 
same thing. As long astou can ask Why? the ideal 
of knowledge is not satisfied. To ask Why? is the 
same as to ask What is this dependent on? Perfect know-. 
ledge would imply seeing everything in its dependence 
on_an _unconditional _ principle (avurderos dpxy). The 
human mind, though it never reaches such a principle, 
is always demanding it, and, so long as it falls short 
of it, cannot attain the ideal of knowledge. This points 
the way to the description of the final stage of intelli- 


- gence, vdqets or émoripy. 
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(4) This, as “Plato describes it, is a pure_ideal ; to 
realize it is not within the scope of the human mind. But 
_ it expresses his idea of what we should aim at and what 
knowledge tends towards, It involves, he tells.us, first, 
fa state of perfect intelligence with no element of sensé 
in it. It involves, secoddly the absénce of hypothesis ; 
the various principles of the specific sciences would be 
seen not as hypotheses but as they really are, all naturs 
ally following from the fact that the world is a world 
of reason, each being a_step to the one above it, and 
so leading ultimately to the unconditional principle on 
which they all depend, P 
(a) The statement that in perfect intelligence there 
is no element of sense perception {nothing aivéyrdv) is 
difficult to understand. Probably we may explain it in 
the following way. Take, by way of example, any object 
regarded by a geometrician, and used by him as a ‘sym-._ 
bol,’ say a triangle. We have seen that the real object 
which he thinks about is not that particular triangle, 
but the triangle as such. There remains therefore 
in the sensible object a great deal which is no object 
for the geometrician, but falls outside his intellectual 
vision. It is to him of the utmost importance that he 
should ignore it, that he should not confuse. what makes 
the triangle a. triangle with a certain size or colour. 
Otherwise, having seen a triangie an inch high, when 
he came to see another afoot high, he would suppose 
the properties of the two as triangles were different. 
In such a simple case no educated‘ person would make 
such a mistake, but in more complicated things we are 
always making it, and it is because he thinks mathe- 
matics train men not to do this that Plato insists on 
‘their educational value. Every political economist knows 
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how difficult it is, even with the best intentions, to 
disentangle complex phenomena in which the actions 
of a number of human beings are involved; and in, 
ordinary, life we are continually doing what Plato calls : 
mistaking the symbol for the reality. Now the other } 
properties of the triangular object, which are ignored by 
the geometrician, may .of course themselves bé made 
the subjects of scientific’ investigation. The. student 
of optics may investigate its colour, some one else its 
chemical composition, and so forth. And so with more 
complex objects; every single property of any object) 
has what Plato calls a form; as there is a triangle} 
as such, or a form of triangularity, so there is colour 
as such, or a form of colour. Every particular object 
is the _meeting-point_ of_innumerable_Jaws of nature, 
or, a Plato says, in every particular object many forms 
cor municate. Suppose then that different men of 
science had set themselves to work to exhaust all the 
properties of an object, and that all these propertics ' 
came to be understood as well as the triangularity of 
a triangle is understood by the geometrician, we should 
regard the object as the centre in which a number 
of laws of nature, or what Plato would call forms, 
converged; and, if &n object ever were thoroughly 
understood, that would mean that it was resolved into 
forms or laws. The fact would have become a very 
different fact, a fact which, so to say, had a great deal 
more in it, though none the less a fact; the object as it 
is to an ignorant pesgdn would have disappeared. .There-, 
fore in poet knowledge _ there fe would. be no element: 
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intelligible form; so that there would be no symbolic 
or irrelevant element in it, and it would have become 
perfectly intelligible. As the geometrician sces the 
various properties of a triangle and fixes his eyes on 
triangularity, disregarding everything in the sensible 
properties of his symbol that could cause him illusion 
or confusion, so, if he understood the whole object 
perfectly, he would see all its properties in the same way. 
It would not be to him a confused collection of pro- 
perties which seem to be constantly changing and 
constantly contradicting themselves, but a mecting-point 
of various permanent and unchanging forms or prin- 
ciples. That is to say, it would take its place in an 
order or system of ‘forms’; it would be seen in all 
the relations and affinities which it has. This is an 
ideal ; but we do know that everything has telations and 
affinities with everything else in the world, and the only 
way in which we can represent to ourselves perfect 
intelligence is by supposing a mind to which all the 
properties of everything, all its relations and affinities 
with others things, are thus perfectly understood. This 
remains a true statement gf the ideal of our intelligence, 
though of the great bulk of things our experience must 
be always to a large extent ‘ sensible.’ 

(8) In perfect intelligence there would moreover be 
no hypothesis. To describe how the world would pre- 
sent itself to a perfect intelligence, Plato uses a figure ; 
it would present itself as a sort of scale or series of forms 
of existence, each connected with the one above it and 
the one below it, and the whole unified by one uncon- 
ditioned principle, the good. The good is that on which 
they all depend, and that which, to use another figure 
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and function of each in the world are determined by the - 
supreme purpose of: the world, the good. To a perfect 
intelligence it would be possible to pass up and down 
this scale of forms without any break, so that from any 
one point in the world it could traverse the whole. In, 
proportion as we do understand one fragment of truth, 
one subject, we find it possible to start anywhere and 
to get anywhere in it and in the subjects most closely 
connected with it; and a very fair test of how far one 
understands a thing is the extent to which one can 
develop any given point in it. Such a state of mind 
in its perfection would be véyots or vodv gyew in the 
fullest sense of the words. 

And here Plato introduces a new term, of which we 
shall have to consider the meaning. The power or faculty, ' 
‘he tells us, by which such a state of intelligence could be 
brought about is that of dialectic (rd d:adéyeoOat, elsewhere 
dradextixy). This tei he eventually uses to describe 
knowledge as it would be if perfect; and the passage 
in which he then introduces it throws light on the passage 
before us. Speaking of the application of the various 
specific sciences in his system of education, he says that if 
the study of them is to be made profitable to the end in 
view we must try to see their relations with one another. 
This is a principle to be borne in mind throughout the 
more advanced part of the education in science which he 
proposes ; the points of contact between the sciences 
must be perpetually brought out. The test, we are told 
later, of whether a man has the dialectical nature is 
whether he is cvvomrixés, which means whether he has 
the power of seeing together at one view the relationships 
(oixetérnres) between the various specific branches of 

' 531 D sq. 
N.P. s 
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knowledge!. Now this brings out strongly, what is 
hinted at in the passage before us, that progress in 
knowledge is progress in the perception of the unity 
of knowledge. A man who has a gift for perceiving this 
is a natural dialectician, and dialectic in the fullest sense, 
is simply what knowledge would be if this possibility: 
of seeing the affinities and communion between the dif- 
ferent branches of knowledge (not, of course, only the 
particular sciences to which Plato refers, but all branches 
of knowledge) were realized. In this use of the word 


dialectic _is equivalent to perfect _knowledge. Later on 
‘4ye shall have to consider this conception in more detail. 


* 537 ¢ 


XI, EDUCATION IN SCIENCE AND 
PHILOSOPHY 


[ Republic, VILL} 


1, THE EXISTING WANT OF EDUCATION. 


AT the point which has now been reached in the vit. SI4A 
argument{‘Socrates says that he will describe by an *?54!™ 
image what is the actual condition of mankind ‘ in regard 
to education and the want of it” The description is 
given in the passage known as the ‘ Allegory of the Cave.’ 
To see the place which this passage fills in the argument, 
we must recall the course of the discussion in Book VI. 
It had been shown that the philosophic nature was the 
gift which most fitted men to rule human society, but that 
there were inherent in it certain dangers and causes of 
difficulty. We were thence led to consider the question 
how this nature is to be educated, and how its full de- 
velopment can be secured, so that it may really prove the 
saviour of society. The answer was that the knowledge 
which would satisfyall the requirementsof education would 
be the knowledge of the good ; the relation of this knows 
ledge to the rest of human knowledge was pointed out; 
and a sketch was given of the stages of the advance by 

$2 
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which the world becomes more intelligible and the mind 
more intelligent. (| Now Plato turns round and asks what 
is man’s actual position in this scale of intelligence. 
He is here no longer dealing with an fdeal community, 
but describing as they are the facts about the human- 
race; and they are exactly what they ought not to be. 
So far from progressing from darkness to light through 
the stages which have just been described, men, as he 
here represents them, practically remain in the lowest 
stage of intelligence. ‘ 

We need only notice a few points in the allegory 
(514 A to 518 B). In the first place we are told that the 
state of the human race at large is one of elxacia, 
Instead of passing out of this initial stage to some truer 
understanding of the world, most people abide in it all 
their lives, If any man rises out of it, it is not by his 
own doing, nor is his liberation due to any method of 
education or any help which society gives him, but it 
comes giver, no one knows how (515C). ( The prisoners 
see only shadows and hear only echoes of the f truth, and 
each is tied fast _to his’ own shadowy_experience. In 
other words, the view of men generally with regard to 
themselves and the world around them is a view distorted 
by falsifying media, by their own passions PR 
judices, an ny the passions and prejudices of other” 
people as conveyed to them by language and thetoric] 
And there is no advance in their view, they are perma- 
nently in the state of understanding in which children 
are, except that they believe in the truth of what they 
see and hear with the force and ¢tnacity of grown men. 
This is not the state of a few miserable outcasts, it is our 
own state, t 
(in the second place, not only is this the normal condi- 
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tion of men, but it_is one from which they do not desire 


toescape. They have no idea of ‘anything ‘better beyond 
it, for the bonds jn which they are tied keep their faces 
perpetually turned away from the light, and there is no 
system of education to free them from their bonds. 
Moreover, the few who do get free find that every step 
in_the their progress towards true ‘knowledge is attended 
with pain. In the third” place, . — at there, a 
prigoner_from the cave ave_does et up 0 the he light, an and 
then, being filled with pity for the the eer er soners, corer 
to tell them what he has seen, 2, they laugh + at him and 
perhaps kill him. Ino other’ words, instead of co-operating 
with the leading minds that arise in its midst, society is : 
either indifferent or actively ‘hostile to them.’ ) 
fhe are the main points to be noticed in the allegory. 
prisoner set free from the cave and gradually accus- 

‘temed to bear the strongest light ht passes through a series 
of stages which correspond _ generally | to that which was 
symbolized by the divided line in the preceding ‘section 
of the argument. The stage in which he is turned round 
from the position in which he was originally bound and 
made to face the light is that in which a man is forced 
to face the' real world and see things as they are, coming 
out of the false preconceptions which fancy and hearsay 
and prejudice have made for him. This is represented 
as a painful process. The seccad stage is that in which 
he is led to take a scientific view of facts, and that too is 
represented as painful.} It would be pressing the allegory 
too closely if we tried to find definite stages in education 
corresponding to the steps by which the released prisoner 
is led to look at the sun. 

{Such being the actual facts of man’s condition, the 
passage (518B to 519 B) which immediately follows the 
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allegory draws a contrast between the true theory of edu- 
cation and the actually prevailing theory. Education, 
we are told, is not like putting sight into blind eyes, it_is 
like tu turning the eye e to the light. . And further, it is as 
if this could only be done ‘by turning the whole body 
round ; education means not merely’ illuminating the 
a intellect, but turning the. whole soy] arother way. For 
the great causes of the blindness of the mind are the 
appétites and p pleasures whic “overpower “the soul ; 
these are compared to to leaden weights \ with which The 


soul_is encumbered at birth, and which must be cut 

















‘before it can lift up its “eyes. from the ground. ? 
‘(hex (519C to 5218) we are shown what ought 
to” be the relation between society and its leading 
minds] The facts that have been described make 
it quite natural for those who have been freed, 
have got to the light to wish to stay there an 
stand aloof from the world; for they owe nothing 
to society. But(the relation between socicty. and 
those who can serve it in any way ought to be just 
the opposite; it ought to be fone of reciprocal service 
between society and its members, each contributing 
to the other something that the ‘other wants. And 
this principle, which has already been applied to minor 
matters, ought a fortiori to be applied to the relation 
of society to great minds. They should be made to 
. feel that they are not sprung from their cir own roots, but_ 

| Owe their_nurture'to society, and are_therefore bound 
/ to_ society] In a state which does give philosophers 
[es nurture which they need, it will be no wrong to 
them to tell them that they. must rule and take an 
active part in society. They will do it willingly 
because they will feel that it is a duty which they owe 
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in return for their nurture; and they will govern well 
because they will feel that they have already something 
better than any of the rewards which generally accrue to 
office, for that state will bé best governed whose rulers 
rule, not from any wish to enrich themselves, but simply 
from a sense of public duty?, 


7% EDUCATION IN THE SCIENCES. 


[The question which has now to be dealt with is, How sats to 
are we to escape from the state which has been sym- 538. 
bolized by the position of the’ prisoners in the cave ; 
how are those who are to rule and save society to be 
brought up from darkness to light? In the first place, 
What are they to be taught ? Pocrates begins by re- 

iewing very briefly the education which the Guardians 

te already received. | They have been trained in pov- 
fio} and yopvacrixy ;"and the former of these will have 
produced a sort of harmony and rhythm of character, 
by means of habituation, for the soul has had the order 
.and beauty of the world put before it in such a way that 
it cannot but unconsciously assimilate them. But in all, 
this there was.no learning in the, true sense of the word 
(ud@nya). What then are the studies or branches of 
learning (ua0jpara) by which the soul is to be led to the 
knowledge of the good, the greatest thing to be learned 
(uéytoror pdOnpa) ? “ 

Here (522 E sqq.) follows the important passage inn 
which Plato points, out that the sciences are the proper 

1 Notice also (520 ¢) that the philosopher when first he turns back 
from philosophy to the life of the world sees badly, like a man going 
back from the light into the darkness of the cave; but with practice 


he will come to have a far better insight than others in practical affairs, 
because of all that he has seen in the clear light. (Cf. VI. 484 &.) 
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laa to mediate between the state of mind which 
‘the previous education of the rulers has produced and 
ithe perfect intelligence which (as far as may be) they 
must possess. In this passage he describes the begin- 
nings of thinking (véqous), showing how the soul passes 
from sense-perception (atc @yots), and such certainty as 
that can give it, to ei There are, he begins - 
by telling us, two sorts of things that we perceive , 
by the senses The first_are objects which are ade-- 
quately _apprehende: le senses, so that they do 
not provoke thought,'| For instance, as he says, if 
we see three fingers, the perception which we get 
through sight raises, as a rule, no further question ; there 
is nothing in this mere perception to impel the ordinary 
mind to ask what is a finger. Such perceptions con- 
stitute the state of mind called alors. Ves what a mary; 
knows consists of a number of separate objects (woands 
éxaora), and up to a certain point the mind rests satisfied 
with them, and is not anxious to find out any connexion 
between them. But at a certain point the soul becomes 
conscious of things like quantity, and such qualities as 
hardness, softness, &c.'! The separate sensible object 
(ate6yrév), which was at first regarded as a whole thing, 
then seems to break up into a number of attributes, 
and these are the objects that provoke thought.) For 
suppose we observe the size of the three fingers, or their 
hardness or softness, or their colour, these are also sen- 
sible things, as the kind of objects previously mentioned 
are, but with this curious difference, that sense no longer 
adequatély perceives them ; the attributes have no fixity, 
and pass into their opposites ; we find the same finger in 
different relations great and small, hard and soft, &c. 
It is the sense of this contradiction which sets the 
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mind thinking upon the question, What is each of these 
qualities which the senses report? If each of them is 
one distinct thing it cannot also be its opposite, and 
when we see each of them thus confused with its oppo- 
site the question arises what hardness, or greatness, or 
the like really is. So we are brought to the distinction 
between the object of thought (vonrév) and the object ; 
of sight (épardv), or of the senses generally (alc6qrdv). 
There is magnitude as seen in a separate visible object 
in this confused and self-contradictory way, so that 
a thing is both great and small in different relations; 
and there is ‘ the great,’ ‘the small,’ which is apprehended 
by thought and is quite clear and definite, so that the 
great is never small and the small never great. And 
thus we get to the point of view which was described 
as that of didvova, in which the objects with which the 
mind is occupied are not the sensible things that happen 
to be before one, but the various intelligible principles 
which can be apprehended through the objects of sense, 
magnitude, weight, and the like. 
f {What is here said about the objects of sense corre- 
sponds exactly to what was said in Book V. 479 about 
‘the objects of opinion"? It applies, of course, not only to 
the perceptions of simple sight or sound or touch, such 
as are here instanced, but also to our perceptions of 
what is pleasant or painful, good or bad, and the like. 
The passage must be taken as an attempt to describe 
the way in which the soul passes from a_state of 
unceflecting perception, through a_ state of perplexity 
Yn evan bewilderment (dopia), into a_state of more or 
less aaciceet ie ed intelli ss_developed intelligence, _ { Sometimes, from various 
causes, = ie or mind becomes dissatisfied with the con- 
dition of mere opinion and mere feeling in which it 


A 
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finds itself. It is, of course, generally in the sphere of 
morality that we first feel keenly how, as Plato observes, 
the objects of opinion contradict themselves. Thus, 
further on, he describes the position of a man brought 
up in certain beliefs about justice and honour, to whom 
the questioning spirit comes, asking him, What is justice, 
What is honour? When he gives the answer that he has 
been taught, reason confutes him and shows him that 
what he calls just may also be unjust. ; Then, unless he 
_knows how to deal with this new spirit of questioning, 
he gets to think that there is no such thing as justice 
or honour, and the commonness of this result is one 
reason of the general discredit of philosophy. Plato 
describes this in order to show the necessity of that 
constancy to which the Guardians were trained while 
still in the state of mere opinion, a constancy which, 
_ in spite of difficulties, holds fast what it has been taught, 
" till further knowledge comes to take its place. / The 
bewilderment which he thus describes as arising in 
regard to moral ideas is of the same kind as that which 
hall been shown to arise with regard to the physical 
y Properties of sensible objects. It is to meet this diffi- 
aed in the minds in which it occurs, that the sciences 
“.4 take the place in education which Plato proceeds to 
a assign to them4 If a man has the sort of mind that 
‘is going to think, it is most important that it should 
be trained think in the best way and on the best 
(od. * . 
What has just been said of the tendency of certain 
kinds of sensible objects to arouse thought has now 
to be applied to the problem of education (524 Ds 
to 531 D). The question is what particular studies are, + 
p * 537 E to 539 A. 


/ 
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from the nature of the objects that they deal with, suited 
to provoke and stimulate thought Take first the object 
with which arithmetic.deals, number. We find that 


every sensible object is both one_and infinitely many, 
like a chain which is one but consists of many links. 
Thus, since unity and multiplicity co-exist in the same 
thing, to sense the one is many and th ne. Yet 

if you said this to the arithmetician he would laugh 

at you, and say that a unit is always a unit, and can be g 
nothing else. Clearly therefore the arithmetician is not} #° 
thinking of a sensible unit but of something else. _The 
same thing is shown to be true of geometry, astronomy, 

and harmonics, * In each the object as it is to Sense, - 
seems to contradict itself, and the object as it is to} , 
thought is distinct and self-consistent. Thus the sciences}! 

by compelling the mind to think, that is to disentangle / (t- 
and see through the confusion and contradiction of thet a? 


senses, are or ought to be great educational instruments, 


in fact just the instruments we want to facilitate the’; 


maces, 


transition of the soul from mere perception to intel- 
ligence ; and it is with this end constantly in view"that ;, 
the sciences are to be studied. } we ‘ 
[or the present manner in which the sciences are pur- 
sued, Pla speaks in a very depreciatory way, rebuking 
the practige of studying them merely for what we should 
call Ee purposes. ] He does not say that these 
uses of the sciences are not extremely valuable; on the 
contrary, Ke insists more than we should on the value 
of geometry for a man who is going to be a soldier; 
he wishes that such men should cultivate the geometrical 
nse. What he does say is, in effect, simply this: 
(te study ofthe sciences iit be confined to the limited 
objects of trade, finance, the arts, and so forth, is not 


— 
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really educational, or educational only in an infinitesimal 
degree ; {and so, until people are encouraged, by the state 

or otherwise, to a further study of the sciences than is 
required for these_purposes, the standard of education 

will be very low. {_ Useful the study of the sciences ought 

to be; but useful for what? Plato is a . thorough utili- 
tarian ; but, he says, trade, navigation, ition, and and the like, are 

not the end of life ; the end is to do the best for the. soul 
(v you can, to make the best man you can; and the object 
2 you “have i in view will make a great difference to the 

irit in which you learn, | . : 

Ae according to him, is the real value of the study 
vof the sciences? It is twofold. Their first t great function 





Ass fo teach us to think. “Thinking means asking questions 
which difficulties and apparent contradictions in our 
experience force upon us. Now science owes its origin 
to the fact that the soul has found such difficulties in 
its sensible experience, and has felt a certain necessity 
to clear them up. Science is the result of thought 

~Y exercised on sense.} If men never felt in their experience 
s ewilderment as Plato has described, or were 
never impelled to find their way out of it, the spirit 
of enquiry which creates science would not exist. There 
could not be a science of arithmetic, for example, till 
some one was driven to form a clear conception of unity 
as apart from particular single objects; and there can be 
a science of any subject only so far as the subject-matter 
can be thus clearly and separately conceived. Cau 
sciences then have originated in difficulties of this kind, 
and result in the solution a! . Naturally 
therefore the sciences which already exist feria the best 
instruments for training the mind to think; for in study- 
ing them each man’s’mind is led to do over again 
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what has been done by the minds that have made them. 
They are embodied d:dvoe, representing the results 
of thinking. If you want to learn to think, study the 
sciences in which past thought is embodied, for you 
cannot do so without being compelled to think yourself. 
That, according to Plato, is the first great ‘function of. Pa 
science in education. 

“The most elementary dmopia of all is that which 
concerns the one and the many; therefore Plato puts at 
the bottom the science of number, which is the result of 
thinking upon this antithesis. Next to arithmetic, the 
study of number, comes_plane geometry, the study 
of space in two ditmensions; then solid geometry, the 
study of space in three dimensions; then astronomy, 
the study of solid bodies in motion; and, lastly, har- 
monics, the study of the motion of bodies as producing 
sound. This is the order of his scientific course. Each 
step adds something to the complexity of the subject 
studied, and in each case he reiterates that, along with 
simple observation by the senses, the mind has got to 
be_used on the subject. ) 

As yet we have only seen the most obvious use of 
the sciences in education. There is another, to Plato in- 
separable from the first. If their first use is that they ' 
train the the mind in thi ing in general, the second. i is 





4: 


- which governs” all cane serra puzzling to us that Plato 
should speak of these sciences as putting the mind on the 
tragk of the good, and we, naturally ask what the study 

, of number, or of space, can have to do with the final 
cause of the world. The answer is that each of the 
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sciences deals with a particular branch, kind, or form 
of existence ; that existence is one, forming a xécRos ; 
and that the ideal of knowledge is to be able to pass 
freely from any one point in the system of existence to 
any other; so, that, though number, space, and motion 
are not directly manifestations of the good, and the very 
abstract sciences which deal with them have no moral 
inflygnce i in the ordinary sense, yetfas e1 everything in the 


world is ultimately a manifestation of the divine jntelli- 


(Y gente, éven in these abs' n 
wee the ladder which leads up to the good.) Let us translate 


Lenn er eMart F 
this into modern language, such as many modern philo- 


sophers have used : The_study of the Jaws of nature, 

, which begins with the laws of number, space, and motion, 
«xa Vis already t the study, though in a very elementary form, 
“gof the re 1 of things; nature does everywhere reveal 
reason, that is God, so that all the laws of nature are 
laws of God, and even the study of number is a study of 

e laws of Gpd. 

_ [Education in the sciences has then in Plato this double 
function : first, i it is a sort of mental gymnastic ; and, 
secondly, it introduces the mind to positive knowledge 
about certain elem elementary forms in which the presence of 
the good in the world is manifested] It is is, as he puts it, 
the ‘ prelude’ to the study of ‘dialectic’; in it we hear 
the beginning of that great music of the world which the 
human race has to learn (531 D). 4 ‘ 
Lin Plato’s treatment of each of the sciences that he 
mentions, we are struck directly by the strong distinction 
that he draws between those aspects of things which are 
sensibly perceived and something which is not seen or 
heard but thought or ypderstood; and we observe that 
he treats the latter asl : real than the fornfer Our 
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first’ impulse on a superficialereading of the Repudlic is 
to say that Plagg altogether ignores what we call observa-, 
tion and experiment, and writes as if we could construct! 
laws of nature simply by thinking ‘out certain axioms! 
to their consequences. We think so because, coming to 
Plato with certain expectations, derived from what we 
know of the methods of modern science, and with a certain 
modern phraseology in our minds, we apply these to him. 
Really he says nothing which has not been practically 
confirmed in its spirit by modern science ?. 

The most striking exanyples of his view occur in his 
discussion of astronomy and harmonics, for we are apt to 
accept what he says of arithmetic (524 D to 526 Cc) and 
geometry (526 E to 5327 D). Noone denies that arithmetic 
is concerned with the nature of number as such. If we said 
we saw or touched a number, we should know we were 
speaking in an inaccurate way; when we use counters for 

- numbers we recognize that the visibility and tangibility of 
the objects reckoned with are accidental, notg$sential, and 
that these objects are merely symbolical and suggestive of 
number as apprehensible by thqught. As to geometry, 
what Plato says might perhaps b&disputed. His position 
simply is that the visible and tangible triangle, for 
example the diagram on paper, is not the real object of 
our thought, but a symbol suggesting the real object, 
triangularity, which is not seéh and touched, but thought. 
This position can not be disputed. But of course trian- 
gularity in its essence, though it can only be thought, is 
still the result of thinking about what. we can see and 
touch, On this ground objection might be taken to 

1 Cf. Whewell’s Philosophy of Discovery, especially Appendix B. 


i Remember, however, that facts and theories are not opposite and 
mutally exclagive things, as Whewel! i = 
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Plato’s antithesis between sensible experienceand thought. 
He does not, however, really ignore this fact, and, if we 
are to dispute whether the language which he uses is 
justifiable, the whole question at issue will really be what 
exactly we are to call sensible experience. When, how- 
ever, Plato comes to astronomy and harmonics, the way 
in which he writes of them seems strange at first. He 
makes Glaucon say that astronomy (527 D to 530 C) will 
have a grand educational influence, because it compels 
us to direct our minds upwards; and he makes Socrates 
laugh at him for supposing that star-gazing can enlighten 
the soul. He proceeds to say that a man might gaze at 
the stars all his life and yet find out nothing of their _ 
movements. Now he does not say that the truths of 
astronomy can be arrived at without observing the stars; 
and he often says that knowledge can only be arrived 
at through the eyes and ears'. The question here is, 
Could we ever get at the truths of astronomy by simply 
looking? Newton would never have thought of the 
law of gravitation if he had not had eyes, but if we 
chose to say therefore that Newton saw the law of 
gravitation in the falling apple we should be giving 
the word ‘see’ a meaning different from its usual 
meaning, and to be consistent we ought to adopt a new 
phraseology altogether. : 
Plato goes on to distinguf&h the visible motiogs of the 
heavenly bodies from their true motions, but he does not 
mean that the former are, in the ordinary sense, untrue 
or unreal. He contrasts apparent motion with real 
motion, aswedo. Noonecan say that simple observation 
of the movements of the sun tells us the truth about them, 


> Cf. especially Timaeus, 47 A sq. 
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for no one now believes that it moves as it seems to do; 
and yet no one supposes that the simple observation that 
the sun occupies different places in the sky at different 
times of the day is not a true observation ; it is a real 


thought; we put together this simple~observation_and 
many others, and c il 
at last we arrive at a hypothesis which will acco r= 
fectly for them all. We all believe that the truths dis- 
covered by Kepler and Newton are truer than the casual 
notions of persons ignorant of astronomy. How are they 
truer (for in one sense every experience we have is equally 
a fact and equally real)? What is the difference between 
another? The most real facts are those 
most, the widest and deepest; the most 
, mere ‘empirical’ facts, are those which 
The laws of motion are facts ; so are the 


cts lies in the amount which they enable 
people who Know them to say. My fact of observation 


but the fact of observation is not denied or ignored by 
the greatest astronomer, it is used along with “a great 
deal more. There is no d-and-fast line between 
empiricab facts and ultimate laws; a fact is empirical 
as it is isolated. A great generalization, such; 


and contains*innumerable facts; it is simply a very | 
large fact. What Plato says then is that®the apparent 
motions of the heavenly bodies are to be used as 
4examples (zapadelyyara) or symbols which suggest to 
us to think out the real motions; not that they 
uP, “Se ea r 


? 


4 fact, it is what we see. The question is how we are. 


to interpret this fact. This interpretation is an act of ” g 
ae 


of the sun’s position tells me very little about the sun ;* 


as that of Newton, is a stupendous fact, it connects! wt 


* 





ae 


a 
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are unreal, for they are not visions, or illusions, or 
untrue}. - 

Harmonics (530 € to 531 C) is one of the branches of 
the science of motion. Plato says that motion has 
many branches, but he takes only two, the motion of 
heavenly bodies which are seen by the eye, and the, 
motion of bodies which produce sound to the ear. Here 
agaiu he begins by laughing at those professional 
musicians who think that the science of sound can be 
discovered by, and consists in, what we actually hear, 
and that the person who has the finest ear and is capable 
of appreciating the smallest intervals knows most of the 
laws of sound. Next he criticizes quite a different class 
of people, the Pythagorean theorists. The great dis- 
covery that musical intervals are mathematically ex- 
pressible was attributed to Pythagoras, but it does not 
seem to be known exactly what he really discovered, | 
or what was discovered by other Greek theorists on 
music. Plato speaks with approval of the Pythagoreans 
in that they have investigated the principles of harmony, 

. but he also criticizes their enquiries as superficial.\/They 
have confined their investigations to intervals and con- 
cords which can be heard, and for these they have found 
numerical expressions, but they have not gone on ‘to 
ask, in general, what are harmonic numbers, and what 
are not, and what is the reason for each being such,’ 
He means that, though they have worked out the 
numerical expression of the ordinary intervals of the 
scale, they have not raised the question what harmony 


1 In the passage where he speaks of the absurdity of supposing that 
mere star-gazing will reveal the laws of the stars, Plato is very likely 
thinking of Aristophanes, Clouds, 191 8qq., where Socrates is represented 
as hoisted up in a basket gazing at the sky. 
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itself is, and what is the ultimate Jaw which explains 
why sounds harmonize at all. Th® is a question that 
has exercised the minds of some of the greatest thinkers. 
Here again Plato does not say, Music is trifling, it ought 
-to be resolved into harmonics. He does say, If you 
think that, because you have a delicate ear, you necessarily 
understand the science of sound, you are very much 
mistaken, for no amount of listening to sounds will show 
you the principles upon which the musical scale is 
based. 

So far, we may say, Plato understands the real prin- , 
ciples upon which all science is based ; his language, if i 
pressed, is hardly less true than Mill's in speaking of the 4 
same subject. But he has expressed himself at least 
in a dangerous way in speaking as if real motion were 
another kind of motion from that which we see. The 
laws of motion are the truth of the motion we see. 
A person who fully understood the laws of any sensible 
phenomenon would, in apprehending the phenomenon 
by sense, also understand it, for these would not be two 
separate acts. If he understood all the laws of the- 
phenomenon there would, in Plato’s language, be no! 
sensible (that is, merely sensible) element in his appre- 
hension of it, for whatever he saw, heard, or totfched, 
would be to him the expression of laws he could not 
see or hear or touch: And yet, we may say, his thus 
understanding the phenomenon which he had first 
apprehended by sight or hearing or touch would mean 
that he would know that if he put himself in certain 
other positions he would have certain other sensations 
of sight or hearing or touch. QWe must] thereford, ii fk, 
reading Plato, guard against that sort of bastard Plato- 
nism which regolves experience into two worlds, theq 

a aae TS! 5 
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sensible and the intelligible world, of which the in- 


* telligible world, if you ask what it is, can only be 


described as a fainter reproduction of the sensible. He - 
certainly often gives occasion to this misunderstanding, 
but he does not himself draw a sharp line between the? 
sensible and, the intellectual; for he constantly calls the. 
sensible the appearance of, the image.of, the suggestion 


(L- of, what is intelligible ; the one is essentially related tq - 
ce the other. What he does is to realize and work out 


VE 


powerfully the fact on which all science and philosophy 
is really based, that it is by thought and not by simple 
sensations (as the term is ordinarily understood), or any 
amount of combinations of them, that truth is really found, 
and that therefore‘ truth_is, is, so far, an intelligible, not 


a sensible, thing; it is_an an_interpretation of _sense, or, as 
he would say, sensible experien, f it or is 
a_reproduction of i it, or participates in it } 

[The difficulty in appreciating this idea is to know « 
what exactly is given by sense and what is arrived at 
by thinking. Language leads us to believe that first 


there are certain well-ascertained facts given us by 
observation, and that then we theorize on those facts}. 


» Bu really. there is one continuous process of ascertaining 


going on from the most elementary sensible observation 


up_to the highest "generalizations of thought, a prpcess 
in which, in one meaning of the words, we may be said 


“to get away from sense, but in which all the time the 


more elementary facts are not done away with, but are 


. explained by being taken gradually into wider and wider 


connexions.} As Plato says that what is sensibly per- 

ceived is the symbol of the intelligible truth, so we 

might say that we do not see or hear the laws of motion, 
7 1 See the work of Whewell, already referred to. 
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or sound, but that what we see and hear are parts of the 
facts which those laws express. The progress of what 
he calls thought or intelligence means that_experience 
gets more and more clear to us as we go on, the world 
“as it is known to us at first by the senses being very 
‘tonftised. We may represent that progress to ourselves 
by comparing the sort of impression which we get, if 
we have no musical education, on first hearing a chord 
struck, with what we experierice when, by practice or 
otherwise, we have come to hear the different notes 
distinctly and to know the intervals between them. The 
difference between these two’ experiences, carried out 
further, may give us some notion of that process of clari- 
fying confused things which Plato calls the work of 
thought. 








In any fuller enquiry into_the selation of seaagand, 
thought everything must turn on these tions : ‘First, 
what is meant by ‘sense’? Secondlyfhow much do we 
really experience in sensible experience? Thirdly, what 
‘is the nature of the change that takes place when we 
come to understand better the thing we have expe- 
rienced? (Every one would agree in the one point of 
calling this change a process in which thought becomes 
clearer.) —~ / 

ae 3. DIALECTIC. 


G he system of education in the sciences is a‘ prepara-jdho to 
tion for ‘dialectic’ (8:aAexrixy or 7d d1aAdyeoOar), and_willfhy ® 
be_of it_¢ rdians to become! 


‘dialecticians ’ (8:aAexrixol). There,is for several reasons 


a difficulty in understanding what Plato definitely means 
4+when_he talks of dialectic in the Republic. In this, 


as i other.cases, and notably in that of the doctrine 
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of ideas, he takes for granted a great deal which he 
“has developed: elsewhere, so that here, as often, what 
we are told in the Republic is rather an indication of 
his meaning than an actual account of it. Further, he 
repeatedly uses the word to describe an ideal science, 
and, as to what that would be, he could only give us: 
a general idea—an idea the filling up of which must 
be left té one’s imagination and to the progress of the 
human race. : Moreover, the word is used in the Republic, 
elsewhere in Plato, in other sense’ besides this. , 
_ The word itself means originally the art.or process 
of discourse, of asking questions and giving answers: | 
4#t is equivalent to d:ddvar xat d¢xerGa1 Adyov, to be able to 
give an account of a thing to another man, and to get 
from him and understand his account of a thing. This 
is a standing phrase in Greek for reasoning, and d:ddvar 
Adyov lig to give an exact definition of the thing you are 
speaking of. A man who understands a thing can give 
an account of it to others, and on the other hand you - 
cannot give an account of a thing unless you understand 
it. The faculty of doing this attracted the attention of 
ordinary people in Greece, and in Aristotle it becomes 
a large part of the subject of logic. The 7opica is an 
‘elaborate treatise on practical logic in this sense, logi¢ 
as used in society for conversational purposes, in. the 
pursuit of science, in the law courts, and the like. But 
the art of giving an account of what you yourself think 
is scarcely more important than the art of extyacting 
from others their opinions or beliefs (Adyor d¢xeo9a: or 
Adyov AapBdvew). To know how to put a question is 
just as hard and as important as to know how to give 
an answer to one; and a process analogdus tos that 
1 More fally—Adyov rijs obolas.—oga4 B 
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of questioning others goes on in the mind of the single 
enquirer. 

In Xenophon’s Memorabilia, Socrates _says that, the. 
word d:addyerBar came from the practice of men meeting 


together to deliberate, d:adéyovres xara yévy Ta mpdypata, 
‘laying apart _the things they disciissed according to 
their nde? ceribody, he says, ought to practise this 
and fit himself for it, for ‘this is what makes men the 
best men, and leaderg of men, and masters of discourse’ 
(apiorous Kal jyepovtxwrdrovs cal dvadextixwrarovs)!. This 
is the germ of the Platonic dialectic. We must re- 
member with regard to Greek logic and reasoning that 
philosophy in Greece had its being, to a great extent, 
in oral discussion. The Greeks were to an extraordinary 
degree a nation of talkers; and therefore not only elo- 
quence, rhetoric, and poetry, but the other arts of words, 
logic in the true sense and in the sense of mere dispu- 
tation, were highly developed among them. Socrates 
himself spent his life in talking, and that fact never lost 
its effect on Greek philosophy. Ina Plato we get what 
was the habit of Socrates’ life formulated as a method of 1 
enquiry. |Plato took up the word ‘dialectic,’ as one | 
might the word ‘logic,’ and gave ita meaning which it 
a are lost. It came to mean yaaa 
him, firsand_most commonly, true logical method in | 
contrast to false or assumed methods; apdsec ot | 
the method of knowledge at all, but_“Completed ko 


ledge, or what we may imagine would be the result ifthe 


1 Mem. IV. v.11 and 12, The etymology is of course strained. In 
the same passage this intellectual capacity of distinguishing has a moral 
side as well: ‘only men who control their passions can see what is 
, ,best in things, and distinguish between things according to their kinds 

-in- thought or in action; and only they can choose what is good and 
refrain from what is bad,’ 
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true method had been carried out completely aapotgy 
all branches of knowledge. } 

fin the first of these senses the word has passed from 
meaning simply discourse to meaning discourse with. the 
object _of attaining the truth, and this discourse. may 
‘either be carried on b ords between two two persons or be 
a ‘dialogue silently carried on by the soul with itse 

may ask why a word meaning ‘discourse should | be used 
to signify the true method of gaining knowledge. [The 
fact points to Plato's conviction that the only way to 
jattain truth is to_advance step by step, each’ step being 
fmade our own before we go on to the next, and that for 
Ithis purpose ‘the process, of questioning and answering 
is the_n natural method. Moreover, his conception of 
questioning and answering as the natural way of eliciting 
truth from, and putting truth into, the mind, is closely 
associated with his idea that education does not_mean 


simply putting something into the mind as_if it were 
a “box, but isa turning of the eye of the soul to the 


light’, or a process of eliciting from the soul what in 
a sense it already knows,—a process in which the soul 
which learns must itself be active. | Hence the constant 
contrast in Plato between the continuous speeches of 
some distinguished teachers of his time and the conversa- 
tions of Socrates; he has a strong feeling that the only 
jtrue way of communicating knowledge is to_bring two 
minds into contact.- Thus in the Phaedrus® Plato tells« 
us how inferior written truth is to spoken truth, because 
a book cannot answer the questions which arise in the 
reader’s mind. The same principle applies to the 
thinking of the individual mind; if we are to learn we 









} Sophist, 263 x. 
* 975 ¢ saq. 
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must not simply put the facts of a book into our minds, 
we, must question and answer ourselves. ! = 
Again, dialectic, the true logician’s reasoning, is 
reasoning which is in conformity with facts. It is often’ 
contrasted with reasoning .used_merely for the purpose 
of gaining a victory in argument féproriay or dvrihoyiny?). 
The characteristic of such reasoning is that it reasons ' 
according to the names of things. Plato has already 
described it, in a passage in Book V, as ‘ pursuing merely 
verbal oppositions?” and as thus opposed to dialectic, 
which follows the forms of the things in question (that is, 
distinguishes the precise facts which the name is meant 
to indicate in each case where it is used). Thus in the 
passage referred to, where Socrates is talking of com- 
munity of pursuits between men and women, the objector 
is made to argue that on Socrates’ own principle 
different pursuits must be assigned to different’ natures. 
To reason thus, Socrates says, is only to wrangle; the 
person who argues so only takes the words itverent 
nature, ‘different pursuits, and argues from the one 
to the other, without enquiring what specific forms of 
difference there are; that is, in this case, what is the 
specific form of difference between the natures of men 
and women, and to what specifig form of difference 
in occupation it ought to lead. | In what he says of 


reasoning Plato, we observe, starts with t the the conception 
of certain objective differences of “kind, ¢ differences which 


re whether we recognize them_or_not; it is the 
em. 





1 gogioruy again is reasoning known to be illegitimate and used 
designedly with the object of blinding another person for on own 
advantage. 

2 454 a “kar ab7d 73 dvopa dubKew TOD AexBévros THY barring.” 
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The differences embodied in ordinary language, the 
‘terms of which form a sort-of classification of things 
which is in use amongst ordinary men, are often not real, 
or at least not the most real differences; they only go 
a little way in. True logic is therefore a perpetual 
antagonism to, and criticism of, the ordinary‘use of words 
: and the ordinary manner ef discussion ; it is the knowing 
how to use words igh hs is how to use them so 
that they shall conform not to the fancies of the speaker, 
but to the real distinctions of things, the real system of 
the world. 
Plato’s account of dialectic as a method depends then 
upon a certain view of the constitution of the world. 
TAnybody’s conception ofthe method of knowledge must 
ultimately be determined by his conception of the form 
in which truth exfsts; men have always distinguished 
between reasoning which touches facts and reasoning 


, Which does not. And so Plato's conception. of method 


his se reflex of his metaphysical conception of the-nature 
j of 's. How did he conceive the world would look 


‘hin 
to mit we understood it perfectly? It is obvious from 
many of the dialogues that he conceived it would present 
the form of an_ articulated whole, what we should prob-. 
ably call_an organism or whole of parts_ig which each 
part is only understood by reference to other parts and 
to the whole, and every branch of which exhibits on 
ya small scale the fundamental characteristics of the 
whole.] Such being the order of the world, we must, 
as the Philebus' tells us, in any enquiry, approach things 
with the expectancy of finding such an orden Ube 
nature%f reasoning, as Plato conceives it, is determined 


_ by this characteristic of the materiel it dgals with; it 


l6ctop, 
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must_conform 1 itsélf to that material, } So in the Phae- 

drus* he illustrates the nature of discourse (Adyos) by 

the metaphor of a body, and again in the same dialogue 

he compares the bad reasoner to the bad cook who cuts 

across the joints instead of following the natura! articula- 

tion of the body. Lihus the idea of the idea of the world as ane 
organic whole gives his theory of dheory_of knowledge its ios 
praminent characteristic? \e 

He himself expresses his leading idea by saying age 

all knowledge has to do with ‘the one in many’ and ‘the | 
many in one.’ This is a technical expression of the idea 

of organism 3} for every organism is one in many; each | 

part can only be conceived with reference to the whole ; 

the whole’ is present in the patts; to understand it we 
must give attention not to the one alone, nor to the 
many alone. {in the Philebus*, where this idea is most 

worked out, Plato remarks that the fundamental fact 

" from which dialectic springs is the co-existence of unity 


| and multiplicity in all things. | Wherever we take the 
ee ei 


world it is a one in many; wherever there is something 
of which we predicate being, we always find that more 
than one thing may be predicated of it; and everything 
either is a particularized form of some genetic form, 
principle, or.daw, or, if it is itself an abstract principle 
or property of things, exists in a great many different 
instances, though maintaining its unity throughout them. 
We have already met with this conception in Book V.) 
The method of learning about things mfst therefore be’ 
one which recognizes this fundamental fact. Accord- 
ingly dialectic, in the sense of the method of knowledge, 

nee cee ener 

1 264. 


CE * Phaedris, 265.c 999, 273 D s., 276 & to 2776 
* 14 to 18 E. 
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will be_a double process consisting of ‘tombination and 
division Kowvayoy} and diafpects)!, This means that, as 
ny truth will always be found to be g one in many, the 
way td realize it will be either, Starting from many 
it, to arrive gradually att nity which 
ervades' them all (this is cwaywy?), orf you start with 
‘the one principle or law, to see how it can be divided up 
into its many instances (this is dsafpeots). LA” 

Under this simple form we recognize what, from 
Plato’s time onward, I have been held to_be the two 
sides of all scientific method. In ‘inductive’ reasoning 
you start with a number of different instances and -en. 
deavour to find one constant principle, the ‘law’ of them ; 
this answers in principle to ‘combination.’ In ‘deductive’ 
reasoning you start with a given conception or fact and 
follow it out in its particular applications or occurrences, 
seeing how the general principle applies to a new case, 
or, in Plato’s phrase, how ‘ the one’ particularizes itsel 
in ‘the many’; this answers in principle to ‘ division.’ 
In ‘combination’ we have the exercise of the same gift 
that we have already seen referred to as ‘ seeing together’ 
(stvois)*. Atafpeors, though the word itself is not used 
in the Republic, is the method that the true eeasoner was 
said to follow in Book V in the passage alteady referred 
to, where the failure of the contentious reasoner is said 
to be failure to distinguish properly the different kinds 
of the same thing.; ‘Combination’ is shown primarily 

* in collecting the ‘form’ out of the many _objects_of 
sense, and * divi Yin seeing how the ‘form’ appears 
in a number of different objects of sense. For the many 








1 Phaedrus, 266 3. 
? In the Phaedrus (a65 p) Plato uses ovuvopay, ‘to see together,’ as an 
equivalent to cuvdyay, ‘to bring together,” 
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(todAG Exacra), the multitude of particular instances of 
the one, mean in the first instance the objects which 
the senses present to us. And forms are primarily 
spoken_of_as_elements of. unity. ina onultiplicit® of 
sensible things. But it is important not to overlook 
the Turther application of the same principle which is 
implied in the Republic; each form is itself related to 
other_forms, and ultimately all the forms of.things are 
connected together and make one system. 

ae when Plato describes the perfect reasoner as one 
who, starting from any single form, could pass up along 
the ladder of forms-to the ultimate unconditional prin- 
ciple on which all depends, and could descend in like 
manner, the ideal of science which he describes is simply 
the result of his conception of logical method. True 
reasoning, in all cases, consists in the union of combina- 
tion and division ; Jand to do both completely, to see 
the many in their unity and the one in its multiplicity \ 
completely, would be to have a perfect knowledge about 
the world. All wrong reasoning is the failure to do 
either the one or the other. Plato tells us in the Philebus 
that most people either pass too hastily from unity to 
variety, thatyis from a general principle to a particular 
case, or generalize too hastily from a number of instances 
to.gne principle. : 

This logical method may be variously applied to the i 
discovery, the communication, or the defi nition -oftruth | 
(cipiorey, diddonew, dpiCev); and_these are the three . 
main applications of it that we find considered in Plato}. | 
In the attem cover, ‘truth, t the expectation as-to 
the truth with which the enquirer starts makes a great: 
difference, and the main point for him to bear in mind as 

1 For its application to teaching cf. Phaedrus, 276 & sq. 
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to the method of discovery is that he must never be 
satisfied with what he thinks he has discovered until he 
has shown all the differentiations of the single form or 
principle which he thinks he sees exemplified in the case 
before him, nor until he has brought all the particular - 
instances of it into unity’, The power of defining things 
y (Adyor éxdorov Aap Pdvev ris obctas) is made a prominent 
characteristic of the dialectician in the Repub) Defini- 
tion plays an enormous part in Greek philosophy ; .to 
be able to define things was its ideal. How then does 
| definition connect with this conception of method? 
Anything we wish to define will necessarily be found 
to be a certain specific form of one or more generic forms 
or principles. To be able to define it, that is to have 
an accurate conception of it, is to be able to see exactly 
what modification it is of what form or forms, Merely 
to know that a certain act, for example, is a good act, 
is not to have a definite conception of it; to have an 
adequate conception of a good act we must see exactly 
in what sense it is good, or how, in the particular circum- 
stances of the act, good is best realized. (We might say © 


.. that_definition consists _in assigning to the particular 


. its ition in reference to the principle 4 which.it is 
an instance Dialectic, Plato tells us in the Repudlic?, 
i mle 


lis and the only method, which attempts 
~eystematically to arrive at the definition of any given 


thing. ¥ The process of defining a given thing is there 

i (implicitly) represented as consisting in taking it away 

from, and holding it apart from, every other thing with 

which it is combined or to which it is akin® But this 

jprocess of abstraction is only the other side of the process 

‘of concretion, which sees in what ways a given form or 
® Philebus, 16 0. 2 533 B. * 594 B sq. 
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principle is in fact‘combined with others. We are some- ! 
times told that_modern science aims at the « classification, ! 
or again at the explanation, of things, whereas the Greeks: 
aimed only at defining them. But to explain anything,’ 
or to classify anything, is to assign it its place in the | 
scheme of knowledge, and to define it is the same} Lb 
[in the latter part of Book VII, in a passage oie 


referred to, Plato dwells on the dangers of dialectic. }JHe 
describes in a graphic way the effect produced on the 
mind in youth by the first taste of logic, which is that 
the young man goes about proving that every thing is 
something else. Plato_connects these_first beginnings 
of thinking, which are the beginnings of dialectic, with 
the first perception of the curious fact of the co-existence 
of Obe-and many. This Many. This is to him the natural way to 
describe the awakening of speculative thought. We have? 
already seen that he describes thought? as beginning with ' 
the_ erception that the same thing is not the game, or: 
that one is also many. Ali through Plato we find that 
this old logical problem is that around which all his 
‘conceptions of method hang. It was the first form in 
which any metaphysical question forced itself on the 





ty. mind2, : a 

| We may now pass to dialectic as completed science. 
This is a sense of the word which is more prominent in 
the Republic than in’ other dialogues.}} The conception 
has already been discussed in reference to the passage 
at the end of Book VI, where Plato defines wénors °, or 
Opistect in the fullest sense, as distinguished from diévora. 


Dialectic, as completed science, is the result which would 
be_obtained_ by the method we have been speaking, 
1 ydéqats in the wider sense as opposed to didvora, 
2 Cf. Bgilebus, 15 D fe 3 ydnows as opposed to didvoa. 
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of, if it could be fully carried out: We often hear 
method and result spoken of as if they were two 
_ mutually exclusive conceptions. Is s_philosophy, we 
* are asked, a method or a_result? It is a result, for 
as_we advance in philosophy we are conscious of 
attaining x something. But at the same time we are 
tcompeiled to say that no result in knowledgeis final, 
and therefore knowledge is a perpetual method j and 
we “tiiay ‘add that the methods of knowledge change 
and are modified by every fresh step in knowledge. 
[Between_P Plato’s conception ‘of perfect knowledge and 
his conception of the method of attaining. .ta know-~ 
ledge there is a very obvious correspgndence. Perfect 
knowledge would be a state of mind to which all things 
presented themselves as a perfectly connected vedere 
an order in which every part down to the smallest 
detail had its proper place, and was seen by the mind 
to be eventually connected with every other Exon 











with the principle which makes them all one. ow 


dialectical method applied to the discovery of truth 
means coming more and More to see not onJy that 
things are one in many, but how they are so; the 
ialectical view of things is that that ich studies ‘them 
i stant. regard to to their mutual _relatic relations}. 
Let us suppose a method like this worked out to its 
{ completion, and we get dialectic in its sense of com- 
pleted knowledge. This of course would not be brought 
about merely by what we call.a. logical process in the 


ordinary sense; it would- only be possible if the > whgle 


world of facts lay open to our-observation. Dialectic 








1 Sophist, 253 8 sq., may be referred to, together with the passages 
already referred to in the Philebus and the Phaedrus, as throwing 
light on Plato’s practical conception of dialectic, 
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versal ‘method to be applied, differently in different, cases, 
to all the questions with which human thought é is con- 
+ cerned, or of an ideal science which is the system of 
all the sciences, an ideal which can “only be realized 
toa slight e3 extent, but which nevertheless describes th 
H ena towards which the progress of human iaohiniec| 


works}, } . R 


ee 


Hutt 4. PLAN OF THE WHOLE CouRSE OF EDUCATION. 
iz Wi 


e have described the studies which the Guardians 535 ato 

end of VII. 
must go through, and it remains to say what place they 
are to take in the course of the Guardians’ lives, and 
who are to be chosen to enter upon each successive 
stage of study. Plato begins by enforcing again the 
necessity of choosing, to be rulers, men who combine 
the two complementary qualities of constancy and of 
intellectual quickness (BeBaidrns and dpiutrys), telling us 
‘that hard intellectual work, such as they will have to 
undergo, will require-of them more courage even than 
hard physical exertion. He dwells upon the evils 
which result from choosing what he calls ‘cripples’ 
to be leaders in the state. By a ‘cripple’ he means 
a person who is one-sided, or not developed on all 


~ 1 (The concluding sentences of the discussion of dialectic may here be 
noticed. Having hitherto spoken of it in language which suggests that 
he is occupied only with a remote ideal, Plato suddenly changes his tone 
and makes Socrates appeal t6 Glaucon to educate his sons as dialecti- 
cians, They are to be educated in dialectic because they may be called 
upon. to deal with important public affairs; and dialectic is described 
simply as the art of ‘asking and answering questions most “intelligently 
or scientificglly.’—Ep.} 
NLP, 
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sides of his nature. One form of this one-sidedness 
is to like athletic exertion but hate intellectual toil; 
another is the reverse of this. Yet another such defect 
of nature is insufficient care for truth ; it is not enough— 
to put what Plato says in modern language—to have 
what is ordinarily called a truthful nature, a man must 
have that love of truth which makes him not only hate 
, to tell a lie, but hate to be the victim of false ideas}. 
These and other requirements Plato sums up by saying 
that the Guardians must at the outset be sound in limb 
and sound in mind.J He concludes with a characteristic 
apology for the earnestness with which he is speaking. 
Those who are to go through the advanced course of 
study that has now been proposed must begin their training 
young, and even their first studies are to be as little 
compulsory as possible. “Up to the age of about seven- 
teen or eighteen the education of povotxy described in 
the earlier books will go on; and in addition the ele- 
™ ments of the sciences will be learnt, but without system 
(x¥énv). After this will come a course of exclusivel 
« ‘gymnastic’ training, lasting till the age of twenty.|V 
This means a systematic bodily training, including 
military exercises, and directed towards preparing the 
young men for the service of the state in keeping order 
at home and in fighting against foreign enemies. It 
serves the further purpose of giving them a good foun- 
dation of bodily health for their future work, and of 
training them in courage and self-control. It will be 
so hard that they cannot at this period do any intel- 
lectual work ; but, says Plato, what a man shows himself 
to be at. his gymnastics will be a very good test of his 
general ‘character. { At the age of twenty, a further 


1 Cf. 98a a sq. and 412 Esq. 
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selection will be made of those who-have distinguished 
themselves most, and these will be advanced to the 
next stage of education. This will consist of two parts. 
There will be a systematic scientific course continuing to 
the age of thirty; and, while they are occupied in this, 
the great point to be attended to will be whether they‘ 
show the faculty for dialectic, the power : of ‘seeing things. 
together’ (avvoyis).._ But alongside ef this a training ing 
the public service, chiefly military, will be going on ; and? 
here the chief test to be applied to a mamwis whether he 
is steadfast (uéysos) and shows constancy to the principles 
he has been taught.. At the age of thirty, a further 
selection will be made. Those who are now approved 
will enter upon the study of dialectic proper, which will 
continue for five years, unaccompanied by any other 
work, j (Probably this is meant to include a study of thes 
principles ‘of morality and human life; for it is in this“ 
connexion that Plato describes the dangers of dialectic 
for those who are not fittéd for it by the tenacity with 
which the} hold fast a the principles of right that they 
have been taught *.) } 4 Mat thirty-five begins the really 
serious work of the public service, and it lasts for fifteen 
years. During these years the Guardians will be ac- 
‘quiring the experience ({umetpia) necessary for rulers by 
actual contact with the various forms of good and evil 
about which they have been taught ; and all the while~ 
they will be continually tested to see if they stand 
being ‘pulled about in all. directions’ by the circum- 
stances with which they have to contend. From fifty. 
onwards, those who are still appreved are, alternately, 
to study the good itself, and in the“light of it tg govern 
, and organize the state. They will. be the” supreme 
* Cf. Phaedo, 90 8 and c. 
U2 
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council in the state, dividing their time between theo- 
retical study of the good, and practical government. 
Finally, when they die, they will be buried with public 
honours, and worshipped, if the Delphic oracle allows, 
as divine beings (dafzoves), or at any rate as blessed and 
favoured by the gadaf inion) 
he actual machinery of this scheme is the least 
important part of it, nor is it of any use to enquire 
4 whether it is practicable, for Platg fimself only professes 
ito be describing an ideal tate Phe question is, What 
substantial truth is there in it for mankind, and in what 
sort of way could we appropriate Plato’s principles? 
There are three important ideas in his system of edu- 
,gcation. First, there is the idea that education must 
Imneet all tle demands that human nature brings with it. 
- Secondly, there is the conception that as long as the human 
boul is capable of growth the work of education ought to 
goon. Education should be co-extensive with life) for 
education simply means keeping the soul alive [it is 
only by a concession to human nature’s weakness that it 
is supposed to be restricted to the first twenty-five years 
‘1 of one’s life. [Thiral , the great organs of education are 
jall those things which human nature in the course of its 
growth has produced ; religion, art, science, philosophy, 
and the institutions of government and society are all to 
e enlisted in the service of education. Here we see how 
tterly remote from Plato is the idea that there can be 
any contest between art and science, betweén stiidy and 
. practical life, or between any of the great products of the 
 hyman mind ; he uses all as links in one chain} ‘ 
it hough Plato spends so much time ia the Republic 
upon the higher branches of education, "he is really con- 
templating them as intended only for a very few men ; he 
* 


i 
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thinks that the bulk of those who are educated would 
stop their education about the same time as we do now. 
It is only the small number who ultimately rule the’ 
state who go through the complete course} No ofie can! 
doubt that, if it were possible to do something in his 
spirit for the training of the most influential people in the 
state, modern government would be considerably better 
than it is, for, if the function of government is the hardest 
and highest of all, it clearly requires the best training 
and the best instruments. 


XI 
SUCCESSIVE STAGES OF DECLINE 
OF SOCIETY AND OF THE SOUL 


(Republic, VIII and 1X to 576 8.) 


[Wr may say that Books II to VII of the Republic 
put before us a logical picture of the rise of the human 
soul to what Plato conceived to be its highest capa- 
bilities, while Books VIII and IX give a similar pictyre 
of the fall of the human soul to what seemed to him the 
lowest point consistent with its remaining human at all. ] 
The first of these pictures shows us how man may 
rise to a level where he is very closely akin to the divine 
nature, the second shows us how he may fall to a point 
where he is almost on a level with the brute. We called 
the first a logical picture because Plato, in describing 
a perfect state, or certain stagesein the process of form- 
ing a perfect state, writes throughout as if one stage of 
that process succeeded another in an historical order}; 


) [The first stage is the dvayansorirg woAss, i.e, the state containing the 
barest essentials of a healthy state, described in I]. 3698 to 37a. The 
second is that described from 372 £ to the end of KV. The third, that of 
V to VII, which he speaks of (in 543 D) as a sfate distinct from and 
better than that of Il to IV.—Ep.] 
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whereas we know all the time that the procéss is abso- 
‘lutely unhistorical, and that he does not mean that any 
state has grown up in this way. The real order of the 
development he describes is a purely logical order, based 
on his psychological ‘analysis of the main elements in 
a perfectly developed society. The appearance of his- 
torical order is still more striking in Books VIII and IX, 
in which the picturesque element is so much more pro- 
minent that some commentators have taken Plato to be 
describing the actual evolution of Greek political society, 
and have criticized him seriously upon that ground, 
pointing out that the various forms of government he 
speaks of did not occur in the order he describes’. 
Nothing is easier than to show this, but it is quite 
inconceivable that Plato should have been ignorant of 
such elementary facts. If we look closer we see that 
here too the order of arrangement is logical and psycho- 
logical. The question he puts before himself is this: 
The human soul being as we have described it, and 
having in it a certain capacity for evil as well as for 
good, what would it come to, and through what stages 
would it pass, if its capacity for evil were realized 
gradually but without any abatement? In actual 
human experience there is always some abatement ; 
there are always counteracting circumstances which 
prevent any one tendency working itself out in isolation 
and unhindered ; but the philosopher may, as Plato here 
does, work out the result of a single tendency logically. 


[r hese_books therefore put before us an ideal history of 
evil, as the previous books put before us an ideal history ‘; 


of good.] 


Plato has undertaken in the Republic to explain human 
) Aristotle (Politics, 1316 a and 8) criticizes Plato.on this ground. 
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life psychologically (that word being taken in the widest 
sense). He has hete-to integpret in this manner Greek 
history and Greek life. He'Rias asked himself, How can 
we show that the various forms of Greek life are trace- 
able to the workipg of certain forces in human nature? 
To do this he h#® ransacked Greek life to find material, 
and has concentrated in these books a most extraordinary 
knowledge of human nature in general and of Greek 
nature in particular. Each of the constitutions of society 
which he ‘describes is really an expression of the domi- 
nation of a certain ‘psychological tendency which, if 
unchecked, will inevitably produce certain results in 
society and individual life. In modern times an en- 
quirer with a similag. object might. ask what in its 
essence is the democratic spirit ; having defined it, he 
might then go,on to ask how in the yarious so-called 
democracies of the world this spirit has manifested itself; 
and he would not confine himself to democracies alone, 
‘he would find demo Patic elements in countries in which 
the government is not strictly democratic. If he then 
put together into a pict@re all the material he had 
collggted, it would answer to no actual form of demo- 
traéy, but it would give in a concentrated shape what he 
conceived to be the general effects of the democratic 
spirit. This is the method which Plato has followed 
here. ? 

What are the tendencies of which Plato traces the 
working? His conception of the soul js the same that 
has been unfolded in Books HI to IV.4 The soul is one 
thing, but it is also triple; its normal, natural, and ideal 
condition is that in which each one of its three elements 
contributes its proper work to the economy of the whole. 
Further, this condition of the soul involves society, for 
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the soul reaches out to other souls at every point. An 
ideal community of souls would be one in which the 
capacities of every individual soul were fully developed 
and its wants fully satisfied. This would be the case if 
the philosophic element in man ruled, because this is the 
element in him which is capable of ‘aipderstanding his 
true interests, and of living for those interests—that is, 
living a common life. Any other organization than that 
in which the philosophic element. rules is necessarily, in 
its degree, imperfect, and is one in which the relative 
position of the elements of human nature is not normal. 
The progress of evil is therefore a progress in disorgani- 
zation; that is to say, as it goes on, different organs or 
elements of society or of the individual soul come more 
and more to perform their wrong functions. What 
Plato calls timocracy, the first stage | in the downward 
progress, is that” state of life in. which the ‘ spirited’ 
element dominates ; 3 the, philosophic element is not 
thereby eliminated, it simply sinks#to a lower level_ and 
performs functions_not its own, becoming the servant of 
‘ spirit,’ The next logical sp is taken when ‘ appetite’ 

becomes dominant, and ‘ spirit’ and reason fall intg_the 
position of its servants and instruments; this is ‘olig-_ 
archy,’ which makes the satisfaction of material wants 
the end of life, ‘but preserves a certain external order 
by subjecting the crowd of appetites under the rule of 
oné. The next step downward is within the region of 
appetite; ‘freed from the domination of the desire for 
wealth, the appetites struggle promiscuously for the 
mastery, till a sort of temporary equilibrium without any 
principle is effected between them ; this is ‘democracy.’ 

The last step is taken when this equilibrium of appetites 
passes into the absolute despotism of the lowest or of 
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several of the lowest—-that is to say, the least compatible 
with the common life of society, the most selfish ; this is 
‘tyranny. 5 x 

n the“picture given of each of these stages we must 
understand the relation between the individual man 
described and the community described. |{ I Plato de- 
scribes the man and the state as they are, and also the 
process by which they came to be what they are. In 
each of these accounts the individual represents the 
inner psychological condition which, if sufficiently domi- 
nant in a state, will give it a certain character or bring 
about in it a certain change; but he does not intend to 
imply that such an individual can exist only in a corre- 
sponding state. Take oligarchy, for example. The 
individual oligarchic man is one who is dominated by 
the principle of seeking materia] wealth ; he is oligarchic 
so far as he consistently lives for the accumulation of 
wealth. Suppose a large number of such men get 
together in any society and are backed by a certain 
amount of force, you will inevitably get a political 
oligarchy based on wealth. Such men will naturally 
try to rule the rest, and the ruling principle in themselves 
will direct them to form a constitution in accordance 
with itself. An oligarchic state is thus the oligarchic 
principle in men ‘ writ large.’ But there may of course 
be many oligarchic men_in society without the govern- 
ment being an oligarchy.} In the same way we must 
interpret Plato’s descriptf the transitions from one 
of these types to another.{ As has been said, he does 
not give them as historical accounts of héw any*parti- 
cular Greek constitutions, arose. He has taken certain 
salient features in the history of a number of individuals 
and ‘a number of societies, and compounded them 
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together into typical cases made to illustrate a cer- 
tain principle in the clearest way. His account, for 
instance, of the transition from oligarchy to democracy 
means that, if you get a state of society “in which 
the pursuit of wealth is the absorbing object of life 
to the leading people, then it is only a question of time 
for that tendency to sap the strength of the community 
and substitute for it a lower form, and that a similar 
degradation is inevitable in the case of individual men or of 
families when once they have come to regard wealth as the 
chief aim in life. In each picture all the traits described 
are symptoms of a psychological change going on within; 
and all the details are worth studying. J These Books 
have been called the first attempt to construct a philo- 
sophy of history. A philosophy of history implies that 
the historian can see certain laws or principles of which” 
human history exhibits the working. Plato has taken 
certain inherent tendencies of human nature, and inter- 
prets Greek history in the light of them ; not that the 
tendencies he describes were actually working alone, so 
that historically events could exactly correspond to his 
description, but that wherever he Jooks in Greek society 
he sees symptoms of them working underneath. 

Plato arrives finally at the exact reverse of what he 
has pictured as the ideal good state of man and society. 
The best man would be one whose self was as 
nearly as possible identified with the life of the society 
of which he was a member, and ultimately with the laws 
or order of the world of which he, and the society also, 
were parts. | Men never completely accomplish this 
ideal, but they are actually good in proportion as they 
accomplish it ; the test of a man’s goodness and of his 
greatness is the extent to which he can lead a common 
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life (not aiscane in the most obvious way of doing 
so’), or can identify himself with, and throw himself into, 
something not himself; and this applies to men of the 
meanest station as well as to the philosophic statesman. 
Accordingly the worst man in the world is the man who - 
1s most limited and selfish. Plato’s typical tyrant, 
who embodies the tyrannical principle, satisfies at all 
costs one of the poorest of his appetites.} Supposing 
such a person in circumstances which are not favourable, 
he remains the ‘tyrannical man,’ the slave of a despotic 
passion. But supposing him to finda favourable environ- 
ment, and supposing him to have this passion ‘strongly 
enough, he becomes a full-blown ‘tyrant, just as the 
philosopher, if he finds a state that_is fit for him, 
/ becomes a king, a constitutional ruler. ] The tyrant is the 
exact counterpart of the philosopher. The philosophic 
king i is at one with everybody and everything about him. 
The tyrant—his personality concentrated in a single 
dominant passion—is absolutely alone ; he is the enemy 
of his own better self, of the human kind, and of God. 
Theoretically the owner of the state, in reality he is 
absolutely p peat) 
[Throughout fe downward course by which this 
lowest condition is reached, the end which men set 
before themselves in life becomes gradually less and less 
worthy of human nature; and, as it is with the end in 
life, so it is with the various parts of life which work for 
this end. At each step the true principles of education 
are more and more neglected, and the soul fails more 
and more to find its proper nurture. 
545 cto {T he account of these various stages of decline begins 
547” with the fall of the ideal state. How does decay first set 


‘ Cf. Section X. p. 227 of the Lectures. 
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in in the perfect state? In asking this Plato really has 
before him the general problem of the origin of evil— 
the question, how does it come about that the world is 
not so perfect as it might be? } But the transition from 
the ideal society to timocracy is related as if it were 
an historical event. It is impossible to say whether Plato 
thought there actually had been forms of human life 
much more perfect than existed in Greece in the times 
of which he knew. He certainly saw in what he believed 
to be the best forms of society in Greece some imperfect 
approximations to what human society might be, but we 
need not suppose that he thought any more perfect 
approximation to it had gone before these. Having 
formed his own ideal conception as a standard of criti- 
cisin, he naturally represents the types of existing society 
which he is going to judge as so many removes from it ; 
but this does not imply a serious belief in the existence 
of his ideal. He is however quite serious with the idea, 
which he here expresses, that no human institutions, 
even the most perfect, can be permanent. ‘Can our 
present European civilization permanently progress, or 
permanently exist?’ ‘Can any national life go on without 
decay? ’—these are analogous questions to that which 
was in Plato’s mind. 

The cause of decline in any society must, he asserts, 
be division and faction (srdovs) among its rulers. As 
long as they are of like mind, it is impossible for the 
society to break up. So much is clear, but we must 
call on the Muses to tell us the beginning of divisions 
in our ideal state. This is an example of a way of 
speaking, half serious, half humorous, which Plato uses 
when he comes across a question that cannot be scienti- 
fically dealt with ; in the same way he adopts the lan- 
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guage of mythology or poetry when he is speaking of 
the ultimate destiny of the soul} ‘Let us suppose,’ 
he says here, ‘that the Muses are speaking to us jest- 
ingly, as if we aed children, and in language of mock 
solemnity.’ «_. 

[Tne principle at the foundation of the answer given by 
the Muses is that everything which has come into being 
is liable to cease to be. Therefore human ety, which 
has come into being, however well it may be knit together, 
is subject to dissolution. And what form will the disso- 
lution of this society take? Here andther general law is 
enunciated, applying to all organic life, or, as he says, 
to everything in which soul and body are united. All 
organic things have predestined periods, longer or shorter 
according to their nature, upon which their inherent 
vitality and power of reproducing themselves depend 1. 
At certain intervals the vitality of souls that are in human 
bodies becomes feeble and the soul is comparatively 
unproductive. If a number of children are produced at 
such times they will form an inferior race, and society 
must decline. ) The number which Plato now gives in 
an enigmatic way expresses the periods at which these 
critical moments occur. We need not attach any im- 
portance to the particular number ; the passage expresses 
Plato’s belief that there are fixed laws governing this 
matter, which are capable of being definitely stated. 
But, he says, however wise the best minds of a society 
may be, their intelligence is necessarily alloyed with 
sense; hence they will not perfectly understand the 


* The notion of fixed recurring periods of fatal importance to the soul 
is found in various forms in Poltticus, a69 c sqq. (especially aja p and k); 
Phaedrus, 248 a to 249 D; Laws. X. 903 8 sqq.; Timaeus, 42.B-E; and 
Republic, X. 617 D. 
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laws of Human generation, and owing to their mistakes 

children will inevitably be born who are inferior to their 

parents ; and, when the decline has once set in, it will 

inevitably increase. Thus the decline of human society 
is brought about by its failure to understand the laws 

ofits own life} 

Plato has anticipated the notion that a human society 
is in som nse an organic thing, having its own laws 
of growth and decay. He offers no evidence for what 
he says, but his fundamental idea, that there are unknown 
conditions favourable and unfavourable to the mainte- 
nance of the vigour of a race, has remained to the 
present day. : It still seems to many natural to suppose 
that every decay of a nation is caused by some loss of 
vital power, and that there are laws, however undiscover- 
able they may be, upon which the loss or maintenance 
of that vital power depends. 

[Society then will inevitably fall away from the ideal 5474 to 
state ; at any ¥ fate the best forms of existing society are se7.¢ 
a compromise between that which is highest and that 
which is lowest in human nature. What are the par- 
ticular symptoms of imperfection which even the best, 
timocracy #,.exhibits? Its inherent imperfection shows - 
itself, when judged by the standard of the ideal state, 

in two main points., Phe first is the institution of private * 
property in the possession of the roling « class; the second 

i$ the fact,that those who are ruled are regarded as the, 
subjects and slaves of the rulers. The first of these! 
defects does away with the perfect identity of interests . 
between the rulers and the state. The second destroys 


* Timocracy means here the state in which honour is made the 
dominant motive of action. It is used in quite another sense in 
Aristotle, Eth. Nic. VIL. x. 1. 
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the relation of perfect co-operation and give and take, 
which ought to exist between the different classes of 
the community.} Those who are ruled should regard the 
ruling class as their protectors and saviours, and the 
rulers should regard them as the friends who supply 
all their material needs’. As soon as you get society 
divided into subjects and kings, slaves and masters, 
this relation of common interests and reciprocal services 
is at an end. 

Plato traces these facts to their psychological origin. 
They are concessions to the selfish principle in man, and 
they express the fact that the highest element in human 
nature, reason, has been dethroned from its place. In 
its stead ‘ spirit,’ the honour-loving element, the element 
that seeks for personal distinction, rules, Personal Gis- 
tinction is the guiding principle of the timocratic man; 
that Ts fo ‘say, it is the thing which such a man at his best" 
moments lives for. From the rule of ‘spirit’ result several 
features of Spartan life, which Plato mentions with 
approval: the prevailing respect for authority, the atten- 
tion paid to gymnastic and military training, the common 
meals of the governing class (fvoc:ria), and the law that 
they should not engage in trade. On the other hand 
reason has been degraded and made merely the servant 
of military organization and strategy. Therefore reason 
itself becomes degenerate, and the general suspicion in 
which exceptional abilities are held shows that reason, 
not being exercised on the highest object, the good of 
the community, loses its simplicity and integrity. And, 
as the highest element suffers, so the whole life of the 
society suffers. The appetites for the commodities which 
give the command of enjoyment, instead of being kept in 


* CE V, 463 a. 
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their place and being absorbed in providing the neces- 
saries of life, begin to assert themselves on their own 
account ; the great symptom of this which Plato notices 
is that avarice, which is professedly tabooed in this society, 
is nevertheless growing up in the dark. You cannot 
eradicate appetite, and the more you fail to educate the 
best things in human nature the more the worst things 
will assert themselves ; and so beneath the fair exterior 
of honour one of the lowest qualities is developing 
itself. The secret growth of avarice in spite of the laws 
is alluded to by Aristotle! also as a feature of Spastag 
society in his time®. Here, in the description ofthe 
typical timocratic state, the love of money is represented 
as growing till it becomes the dominant force in social 
life, and the institutions of the state are transformed in 
accordance with it, political power being made to depend 
on wealth. 

In the life of the individual timocratic man a similar 
process is at work. |The typical timocratic man is 
represented as the son of a‘ good man,’ a philosopher, 
in a ate where the best men are divorced from public 
life, and where public affairs are in the hands of the 
selfish and unprincipled. Ambition makes him despise 
his father’s ways, and he plunges into a public career. 
At first honour keeps him straight; but as he gets 
older this impulse, unsupported in his case by reason, 
degenerates into mere self-assertion, and, the appeti- 
tive element breaking loose, he ends by becoming a- 
lover of money. This takes place because he has 
neglected the ‘one thing that can preserve a man’s 


) Politics, 1a70 a, It sqq., and 1307 A, 34 Sq. 
* For the explicit connexion of timocracy with Sparta and with Crete 
see 544 ¢. 
we. x 
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goodness through his life, reason biended with music J 
(Asyos povotky xexpayévos).” 

Plato’s view of Sparta is well illustrated by a 
passage in the ZLawst. He there tells us that the self- 
control of which the Spartans are so proud fails under 
circumstances to which they are not used, namely when 
they are exposed to the temptations of pleasure instead 
of those of danger and pain. His admiration of Sparta, 
like Aristotle's, was confined to one point. The Spartans 
were the only people in Greece who had deliberately 
adopted a certain principle of life and had carried it 
through ; and both writers admired the care given to 
education of a certain kind, the respect for order and 
discipline, and the absorption of the individual in the 
social organization, which resulted from this; but both 
saw well enough that the Spartan life and the objects 
at which this organization aimed were very narrow ”. 

gg0 cto [The rule of ‘spirit’ (unsupported by reason, which was 
5554 made to lead and not to serve) having allowed appetite, 
the third element in human nature, to grow, this in turn 
becomes the ruling power, and first in its most respect- 

able form, desire for wealth. Oligarchy means to Plato 

' the supremacy of those appetites for the necessaries 

of life, which, when kept in their proper subordination, 

are the most serviceable appetites. It is that form of 
constitution in which wealth is openly acknowledged as 

the end of life, the thing most worth living for, and the 

thing the possession of which makes one man better than 

another. The political constitution by which political 

power is given to the wealthy is only the expression and 


) L. 633 B sqq. 
2 Cf. Aristotle, Eth. Nic. X. 9, § 13; also Politics, 1333 B, ta sqq.; 
1337 A, 313 1338 B, 9 Sqq.; and 1294 B, 18 sq. 
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public recognition of what the leading men in the state 
believe to be the true end of life. The most important 
typical consequences of the adoption of this constitution 
are now described. First, it still further breaks up the unity 
ofthe state?, which depends upon every class doing its own 
Proper work for the community ; there are now two cities, 
one of rich, and one of poor, no longer bound together 
by community of interest, but separated by diversity of 
interests. Secondly, the strength of the state diminishes 
as its unity diminishes; for the rich are afraid to arm 
the poor, and they themselves are getting less and less 
capable of military service ; there is growing physical 
degeneracy. Thirdly, the growth of money-gétting 
involves the growth, alongside of it, of money-wasting ; 
and the laws, which are made of course in the interest 
of the rich nobility, allow and encourage unlimited 
alienation of property. Outside the ranks of the rich, 
there is poverty sinking into pauperism and generating 
a dangerous class, which is swelled by numbers of ruined 
spendthrifts from the ranks above. The existence of 
this dangerous class involves forcible repression, but the 
government does not continue long to be backed by force. ° 

In the account of the genesis of the oligarchic man we 
have a typical picture of Greek life. Aspirants to 
political distinction are constantly being ruined by mali- 
cious accusations (cvxoavria), and therefore a revulsion 
from public life takes place in the better class, and they 
narrow their minds to trade and commerce. Reason 
is now still further degraded into a mere instrument of 
money-making ; and spirit is schooled into a worship of 
rich men and riches. | Continued neglect of education 

‘ In the ‘timocracy’ there was still unity for purposes of military 
defence. cad 

X32 


558 B to 
562 A, 
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(Anadevoia, 552E, 554B) continues to produce lowering 
of character. Externally there is decency, order, and 
respectability in the life of the oligarchic man, but the 
‘drone appetites’ are beginning to make themselves felt, 
though as yet kept in check by the absorbing appetite — 
for wealth. As in the state the rich restrain but do not 
direct the poor, so in the individual this dominant passion 
chains the others but does not employ them, and they 
develop into a dangerous element within him. The 
man, like the state, is becoming weak because he cannot 
employ the whole of himself. 

[ras picture of the rise of ‘democracy’ makes 
clearer than before the principles whBE “underlie his 
description of the gradual decline of human life. In the 
first place, this decline is determined throughout by a 
gradual change in that which is made the good or end 
of life. “In the second place, the course it takes follows 
logically from the principle that, when men have an 
appetite for a certain thing, that appetite must grow 
stronger and stronger unless there is something else in 
them competent to check it; at each stage of the decline 
mere appetite absorbs more and more of man’s life into 
itself!. The psychological explanation of the origin of 
democracy is found in the object which is recognized as 
the good in oligarchy, and the insatiable appetite for it 
which oligarchy encourages. In the oligarchic state 
everything is done with a view to wealth, and the char- 
acter of the legislation, the most important means by 
which the life of society is regulated, expresses openly 
the recognition of greed as the true principle of life by 
the dominant people in the state. This principle ulti- 
mately overthrows the state. Oligarchic legislation fails 
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to check that accumulation of wealth in a few hands 
which leads to the overthrow of oligarchy. Plato men- 
tions two possible legislative checks upon this accumu- 
lation, restrictions upon the alienation of private pro- ;j 
perty, which would hinder its accumulation in a few | 
hands, and the abolition of legal means for the recovery || 
of debts!, which would check the gradual ruin of the 
spendthrift class.) Neither of these steps is taken, in 
the oligarchic state, because it is the interest of the 
leading people to sell up as many of their own class 
as possible. Ultimately oligarchy is overthrown be- 
cause the rulers, being set upon wealth only, become 
degenerate, and the people discover their anne 
{ having overthrown them, either with foreign help 6 
through factions among the oligarchs themselves, the 
people come into power. | 
Democracy in Plato means that form of it which 
ristotle distinguishes as unmitigated or pure. denio- 
cracy, in which liberty and equality, in the sense of the 
liberty of everybody to do whatever he pleases, and the 
equality of everybody with everybody else in every 
respect, are the strongest principles in the constitution. 
It violates, and in all but the most intense way, the first - 
principle of society. That_principle_ is that everybody | 
” differs from others, and should do that which he is fit to: 
do “amd “wothing else. “Ta “defiance of this, democracy 
‘assigns equality alike to the equal and the unequal.’ 
This sums up Plato’s charge against what he understands 
by democracy.The most vital point in which this- 
comes out is goveriitfient; democracy asserts that there 
is no need at all for anybody to be or to make himself 
peculiarly fitted in order to be able to govern’ } 


1 Cf. Arist, £th, Nic, IX. 1.9, ? Cf. VI. 488 5, 
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q 
\ The democratic man exhibits in his individual life the 
character which, when it becomes dominant and com- 
mands public approval, produces democracy in the sense 
that has been described. {The psychological foundation 
of democracy is a new form of the rule of appetite in the 
individuals who give the state its character. In the olig- 
archic man the desires which are most necessary, and 
are also most orderly, concentrated, and respectable, 
dominate ; in the democratic man no particular appetite, 
but appetite generally, goveniis.\{ This absence of prin- 
ciple he, like the democratic state, makes into a principle. 
To distinguish him from the oligarchic man Plato here 
ae ‘us a division of the appetitive element in the soul 7 
"there are two great classes of appetites, the necessary and 
ie unnecessary. ‘Necessary appetites’ are those which 
cannot be got rid of, and to this class belong all those the 
satisfaction of which does good—good, that is to say, to 
the whole man. ‘ Unnecessary appetites’ are those which 
can be got rid of by education and practice, and these 
are appetites the satisfaction of which does no good. 
The necessary appetites are also called the ‘wealth- 
getting’ appetites (xpypariorixai), because they are 
productive of something which is of use; and the 
unnecessary appetites, which are unproductive, are 
called the ‘spending’ appetites, J Thus the appetite 
for food up to the point to which it is good for the 
bodily organism is necessary and productive; desire 
for food beyond that point is unnecessary and unpro- 
ductive. |The typical democratic man, then, is the son 
of an oligarchic man in whom the productive desires are 
predominant. He is brought up without education, and 
he comes into fashionable and fast society. He has 
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thing to give unity to his appetites, and so they become 
‘motley and many-headed.’ They fall, however, into two 
main divisions ; one of these consists of appetites which 
are still partly rational, and at first these have the 
mastery over those which are wholly irrational, being 
supported by the traditions of the man’s family. But, 
as the more rational appetites are unsupported in their 
control by anything in the man himself, that is by his 
reason, the unproductive appetites, however much they 
have been cut down, sprout again whenever the external 
influences which have helped to repress them are removed. 
The empty place of reason in such a man is occupied by 
a counterfeit reason fhuack theories (yevdeis kal aXaldves 
Adyot), which ally themselves with his unproductive 
appetites, develop into a brilliant cynicism which ex- 
poses the fallacies of so-called morality. This is the 
stage of ‘ initiation,’ in which the soul gets rid of illusions, 
and comes to see through many things and to call them 
by their right names, calling, for example, all sense of 
shame cowardice.} Through this stage the soul passes 


mastery of one ruling passion, which is ‘tyranny’ ; but, 
with luck, as the man grows older, he will settle down 
into a state of compromise or balance of appetites, in 
which his principle is to be the creature of the moment, 
He denies any distinction of better or worse, and gives 
himself in turn to every desire upon which the lot falls_\ 
{ Asceticism and debauchery, philosophy, sport, idleness, 
politics, war, successively engage him’; and this is what 
he calls the free development of his nature. Such a 
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man will be the object of genera! admiration and envy 
the democratic state] 
ay, As democracy developed out_of_oligarchy, so the 
+ 576 B. 
} tyrannic principle develops logically out of the demo- 
cratic. Tyranny arises from the inevitable excessive 
pursuit of that which democracy recognizes as the good, 
namely absolute _Tiberty.-All appetite is essentially 
insatiate’, and it is the inherent tendency of the demo- 
cratic desire for liberty to grow, unless it is checked. 
All the peculiar institutions ascribed to extreme demo- , 
cracy proceed from this, and the tendency increases 
until at last it makes people so ‘delicate’ that they can 
stand ‘no restraint whatever, | There is, Plato observes, a 
law of reaction, to be seen in the changes of the weather 
and in the varying states of physical organisms, and in 
the history of political communities no less, according 
to which excess in one direction is generally followed by 
_fexcess in the opposite direction. And so,jin the case of 
‘the democratic state, out of absolute liberty absolute 
servitude proceeds. In the typical case of such a revo- 
‘ution, which he goes on to describe, democratic society. 
#4 has fallen into three main divisions. There is a class of 
Tuned spendthrifts and adventurers, which already 
* &xisted under oligarchy, but which under democracy has 
; eee the most prominent and the loudest-voiced 
,clement in the state. Thege is a class of orderly and 
* quiet money-makers whose Wealth forms the ‘ pasture of 
the drones’ of society. There is lastly the mass of citi- 
zens who work with their hands. Theoretically they are 
the ruling class, for they have the majority of votes, but 
they only can or only will take a constant part in public 
affairs if they are paid for so doing, and accordingly the 


1 Cf, Arist. Eth, Nic. U1. xii. 7. 
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adventurers, who are the political leaders of the state, are 
always paying them out of the money of the rich’. In 
time the rich come to an end of their endurance, and 
resist this system of plunder. Thereupon an outcry 
is raised against them, they are denounced as cursed 
oligarchs, and accusations of seditious conspiracy are 
brought against them. In this time of excitement the 
boldest and most unscrupulous of the political adven- 
turers steps forward as the friend of the people and the 
champion of democracy. The critical point, when his 
destiny is decided, and the champion of the people 
becomes a tyrant, is reached when he first sheds the 
blood of the rich who oppose him. He is then no ?onger 
his own master, but is inevitably driven on to shed more 
‘plood.] Under the pretext that the enemies of the state 
are plotting against his life, he persuades the people to 
grant him a body-guard. When armed force is once at 
his disposal he has obtained the power of a tyrant, and 
the necessities and fears of the position in which he is 
now placed lead him’ to further and further acts of 
tyranny, to establish his power. 
[i deci how the ‘tyrannic’ type of individual 
character arises, Plato brings in a further division of the 
appetitive elements in the soul. Among the unnecessary 
petites there are some that are altogether lawless, 
‘wild-beast’ appetites. These, Plato says, exist even 
in men of the best regulatéd life, but they are kept in 
check come out only in dreams, when reason has least 


1 Cf. Aristophanes, Knights, 791 sqq. and 1218 sqq. (in attack on 
Cleon); also Demosthenes, Olynth. III. 31. 

2°'Td Onpdbés re Kal dypov. In somewhat the ‘same way Aristotle 
(Eth, VIL i. and v.) describes the @jpmdas fas as the extreme of human 
badness, corresponding to ‘heroic and divine virtues’ which are the 
extreme of human goodness. ~ 
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desires can be made to fill a serviceable part in the 
economy of life, but these cannot. The tyrannic man, of 
whom the actual tyrant is the most extreme type, is one 
who is himself tyrannized over by a single dominant 
appetite of this sort. He thus differs from the democratic 
man, The soul of the democratic man has gradually lost 
its unity, but a sort of equilibrium exists between the varied 
desires which sway it.) He can only remain democratic, 
and live upon the principle of having no principle, so long 
as this equilibrium lasts. But it cannot be expected to last 
long ; the tendency must be for a few of his appetites, and 
ultimttely for a single appetite, to become dominant over 
the others; and, when once a single appetite has got the 
lead, it goes on, like the tyrant in the state, extending its 
sway, till at last it swallows up the whole man. A man 
so mastered by a single bestial passion will for the sake 
of it commit any crime. When there are only a few such 
men in a state, they will be criminals on a small scale, 
but when this lawless character becomes common, the 
end will be that the most tyrannic man, the man most 

¢ dominated by his one passion, will make himself tyrant 
of the state. 


¥ On dreams and visions in this connexion cf. Tim, 7o p-72 2. 


XIV. COMPARISON OF THE JUST 
AND THE UNJUST LIFE 


(Republic, 1X. 576 8 to end.] 


THE leading types of imperfect states and of imperfect 
individual lives have now been described, ending with 
a state which is in the utmost conceivable degree 
opposite to the ideal state?, and with a life which is 
in the utmost conceivable degree opposite to the just 
life. Plato proceeds to deal with the question of the 
happiness of these lives, matching the just man against 
the unjust in three comparisons drawn from three 
different points of view, three Olympic contests as he 
calls them, in which Glaucon, who began by stating the 
claims of injustice, is made to declare which is victor. 


1 [This state is no longer called dporoxparia, as in VILI. 544 F, 545 Dy 
but (by implication) BaccAcia (legitimate monarchy), i.e. the state in which 
the one best man of all has most power, the extreme opposite to TUpayvis. 
See Politicus, 302 B sq., and cf. Aristotle, Politics, 1279 A, 33 54. In the 
connecting section at the end of IV. (445 p) the ideal state, we are told, 
may be called indifferently dpistoxparia or BactAcia, There is probably no 
political significance in the change of phrase here ; the BasiAevs is brought 
in for the sake of comparison with the rupayvos, being the good man 
placed in the position where his goodness can develop itself on the 
largest scale,—Ep.] 


5778 to 
§80 ¢. 
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This is therefore the formal answer to the original 
question with which the argument began in Book II. 

The discussion that follows is unsatisfactory, as any 
discussion of the relative values of different states of 
consciousness always must be. Nobody can prove that 
his own life or his own form of happiness is better worth 
having than another, for everybody is ultimately his 
own judge. But, if there is to be a discussion in which, 
as in this case, the arguer has practically prejudged the 
question before he begins his argument, its interest for 
us lies in observing the principle upon which he has 
formed his judgment, and the canons of criticism which 
he applies. Here Plato begins by laying down the 
principle upon which the comparison between these 
different lives is to be made. It must be made not 
upon an external view but on a view which penetrates 
to the inner life of the man, and which sees him, not 
as he shows himself to the world, but stripped and base ; 
or, as we may say, interpreting the method which Plato 
actually applies, it must be made upon a complete view 
which takes in the whole man. 

(x) First of all Plato takes three of the principal forms 
of well-being: freedom, wealth, and security from fear, 
which answer in some degree to the ends which the 
democratic, the oligarchic, and the timocratic characters 
respectively set themselves to obtain. He asks, from 
the point of view of an intelligent and impartial out- 
sider who has observed the different lives as they have 
been described, Which man is really free, which is really 
rich, which is really without fears—the most just or the 
most unjust? The most important point in this passage 
is the conception of freedom which it involves. It may 
be said, no doubt, that the tyrannic man, being one who 
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dées exactly what he pleases, is the freest man, and 
. especially if circumstances let him develop to the full and 
he becomes a tyrant, for he is then ex Aypothesi auto- 
cratic and omnipotent. Plato asserts on the contrary that 
he is an absolute slave, because if you look at his whole 
soul you will see that he least of all men does what 
he wishes. This is a simple expression of Plato’s con- 
ception of freedom of will. Freedom is doing what one 
wills, the freest man is he who most does what he wills, 
and that means the man whose whole self does what it 
wills. Now in the tyrannic man nearly the whole self 
is in abeyance; it is enslaved to one shred or fragment 
of human nature. Similarly in the Gorgias) .Plato 
declares that tyrants do nothing that they desire 
(& BodAovrat),. Here ‘what one desires’ means the really 
desirable (in Aristotle’s phrase, dadds Bovdnrév). The 
really desirable is that which is desirable to the real 
or true self, and the real self means the whole self. 
Throughout the moral philosophy of Plato and Aristotle 
there runs the conception of an order not only of the 
physical but of the moral world, to which we must 
conform if we would be at our best, or, in other words, 
if we would satisfy our nature: and along with this 
goes the kindred idea that the higher nature is, so to 
speak, the truth of the lower, that is that the lower 
nature finds what it aims at in the satisfaction of the 
higher. Freedom, accordingly, or doing what one wills, 
is not the power to satisfy any and every desire, but the 
power to satisfy those desires in which the whole self 
finds satisfaction. 
The idea of true wealth, which is next introduced 
in this passage, and which is like that of the New Tes- 


* 466 D sq. 


§80 D to 
583 4. 
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tament, has already appeared in Book III, where Plato 
refused to let the Guardians be rich in money and land 
on the ground that, if they lived up to their position, 
they would always have the true wealth’ Unlike them 
the tyrannic soul is emphatically poor, for it is always 
wanting and never satisfied; it is incapable of being 
filled (&mAnoros)*. Similarly, it is the nature of such 
a soul always to have something to fear and never to 
feel secure. 

The tyrannic soul, then, is all unsatisfied desire. But, 
completely to realize this ideal of misery, the tyrannic 
man must have scope given to his nature by becoming 
a fulleblown tyrant. As the philosopher is not all that 
he can be unless he finds a state meet for him, where 
his activity has full scope’, so it is with the tyrannic 
man. It is only when he becomes the ruler of a com- 
munity that he reaches the full measure of his destruc- 
tiveness, and then he attains the complete misery of 
absolute isolation. The ideal of well-being is that a man 
should realize to the full his communion with his fellow 
men; the tyrant is absolutely cut off from his fellows. 
Moreover, seeming to be free and powerful, he, beyond 
all other men, is under the compulsion of constant fear. 

(2) In the second part of the comparison between 
the just and the unjust, the question put is how these 
different lives compare in respect of pleasantness (780v7). 
The point of view from which Plato enquires into this 
is psychological, and the passage throws a good deal 


_ of light on his conception of the soul. 


t 
416 x. 
1 Cf. Gorgias, 493 ato D, where the soul of the incontinent man is 
compared to a sieve. 
* 497 A. 
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There are, as we have already learned in Book IV, 
three ‘parts’ or ‘forms’ of the soul, the rational, the 
spirited, and the appetitive (ém6upnrixdv). To each of 
these forms, as we are now told, there corresponds 
a typical object of desire (éméuuéa), and a pleasure 
which attends the satisfaction of that desire. Plato 
thus attributes a desire to the two higher forms of 
this soul as well as to the part called par excellence 
eniOupntixdy. "EmGuyia, that is, is used, as in this passage, 
in the general sense of desire (desire for food, or for 
truth, or for anything else), and also (like the English 
‘appetite’) in the narrower and more usual sense of 
physical desires. It is in the latter sense that the 
name émOuunrixov has been given to the third element in 
the soul. It is given because certain bodily appetites, 
owing to their intensity (cpodpérns), have acquired 
such a prominence among the different desires of 
this part of our nature that they may be allowed 
to give the name to it (580). But the dominant 
object among all the various objects which the ‘ appeti- 
tive’ element seeks is material wealth, because that 
is the general instrument for satisfying appetites. 
Accordingly Plato here calls this element the ‘ wealth- 
seeking’ or ‘ gain-seeking’ part of the soul (pAoxprjuarov! 
xai ptAoxepdés); and in speaking of those in whom the 
appetitive side of the soul predominates as lovers of 
gain he does not distinguish the oligarchic, the demo- 
cratic, and the tyrannic characters*, By the appetitive 


t Also in IV. 435 . 

* Some of those who are here classed together may of course be 
prodigal of money, but they ali the same set their hearts upon the 
things which money can buy. In the description of the tyrannic man 
$73 sq. the development of lust is represented as bringing with it at first 
prodigality, then avarice and extertion. 
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man he does not at all necessarily mean a sensual man, 
but merely one whose dominant wish is to be physically 
comfortable and satisfied! ; and he represents the great 
majority of men in every state as appetitive, not because 
he thinks the majority of men are sensualists and volup- 
tuaries, but because the desire for physical comfort plays 
a very large part in most men’s lives. In the present 
passage, then, for the sake of simplicity the pleasure of 
material gain is taken as the characteristic pleasure of 
this form of soul. Next, to the spirited element the 
typical object of desire is to win, and to get distinction, 
the reward of winning (vixay xal eddonipeiv) ; so it may 
be described as that which loves strife and loves honour 
(ptrdverxov and giAdrizov). Lastly, the desire of the 
rational element is to see things as they are, and it 
may therefore be described as that which loves know- 
ledge and wisdom (dtAopadés xa piddcodor), 

Mankind, then, falls into three great classes, according 
as one or another of these three elements in the soul 
prevails in them. Each class judges its own pleasure 
to be the most pleasant, and régards the pleasures of 
the other two as not worth having. How can we decide 
which judges best? The question must be decided by 
intelligent experience and by reasoning (éumetpig xai 
gpovjoe: cat Adyw). Which then of these three types 
of men has the widest experience to enable him to 

1 (Nor are all the tastes in which a man shows himself émOupntixds 
necessarily tastes for bodily pleasures and comforts, 7d émOupnriady 
covers besides bodily appetites the desire for anything that we should 
call mere amusement. The democratic man, for instance, amuses himself 
with philosophy and even with occasional ascetic practices, without Plato 
thinking him any the less ém@vpyrixds for that, Art and literature also, 
not only when they are specially sénsuous, but so far as they are simply 


the gratification of fancy, emphatically minister te the pleasure of 1rd 
émbupyrixéy.—Ep.} 


THE JUST AND THE UNJUST LIFE ger 


judge? The philosopher has necessarily from his 
earliest years had experience of the pleasures which 
men derive from gain; and the pleasure of winning, 
and of the honour which rewards winning, has been 
experienced by everybody who has ever attained 
what he has striven for, since success and its 
rewards are not the prerogative of any one kind of 
man. Therefore, so far as personal experience goes, 
the philosopher has the experience of the others; but 
they have not his; nor has their experience been 
intelligent (era ppovijcews); and, so far as reasoning 
on the matter goes, he is of course the best reasoner. 
He then is the best judge. . 
The argument is unsatisfactory, because the question 
at issue could only be solved for any one by an appeal 
to his own personal experience; a man who hat no 
experience of a kind of pleasure which he was asked 
to believe was better than his own could not be con- 
vinced by the experience of another. So that, if such 
an appeal as this:is to be made to a man, he must start 
with some conception of a higher and a lower persona- 
lity in himself. But the Passage is interesting because 
it shows that by the philosophic form of soul Plato 
does not mean one which exists, so to say, alongside 
of and to the exclusion of the others. He thinks of 
it as the fullest form of human nature. As you go 
downwards from this fullest form of personality, 
experience becomes more limited. We may illustrate 
this conception from the case of what we call ‘genius.’ 
We should all recognize in Shakespeare a personality 
which was not exclusive, but which might be said to 
have, embraced the experience of all kinds of lives, 
We cannot understand the works of such a genius 
N. P. y 


583 B to 
588 A, 
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fully, because we have not the experience to follow 
it, and so genius is generally incomprehensible to the 
majority of mankind; but so far as we can follow the 
works of genius we do enter into its experience, and 
we should admit that we therein taste of a fuller 
experience than our own. We must be careful, again, 
not to misunderstand what Plato means by experience. 
When he speaks here of the philosophic soul having 
of necessity the experience of the other souls, he does 
not mean that the philosopher, any more than the 
great poet, has gone about the world testing various 
kinds of life, but that the higher kind of man learns 
more from the experience which he shares with the 
lower kind without having to go through nearly the 
same amount of it ; and, as a matter of fact, this is true. 
(3) In the third place Plato compares the pleasures 
of these different kinds of life in another way. The form 
in which he puts his question is no longer, Which is 
the pleasantest of these pleasures? or, Which is the 
best worth having? but, Which is the most real pleasure ? 
The pleasure of the lower kind of life is, he contends, 
comparatively not pleasure at all. First, he endeavours 
to show that something which is not really pleasure is 
constantly by an illusion taken for pleasure. True or 
unmixed (xa8apé) pleasure cannot, he says, consist in 
mere relief from pain, nor true pain in mere cessation 
of pleasure. Between pleasure and pain there is a neutral 
state which is neither. When pain passes away and they 
enter into this state, people call it pleasure, and equally 
when pleasure ceases and they enter into this state they 
call it pain. But it is logically absurd to call a state, 
which is neither pleasure nor pain, both pleasure and 
pain. This neutral state is one of quiescence (hevxéa), 
. 
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whereas both pleasure and pain are movements (xuvjoees) 
of the soul. Now, it can be shown by simple instances 
that there are pleasures which are not preceded by pain, 
and of which the cessation is painless; but most of what 
are ordinarily called bodily pleasures are of the nature 
of cessation of pain; and, on the principle just laid 
down, they cannot be real pleasures. But it is easy 
to see how the name of pleasure gets appropriated to 
them by so many people. Just as a man who has 
risen half-way from a lower to a higher elevation, and 
who has never seen beyond half-way, may think him- 
self at the top, so these cessations of pain are regarded 
as pleasure by those who have no experience of what 
real pleasure is. Now what is the real pleasure? 
Pleasure means being satisfied (mArjpwots) with that 
which naturally satisfies. The reality of the pleasure 
is proportionate to the reality of the satisfaction at- 
tained. If the satisfaction is transient and the want 
keeps recurring, there is no real satisfaction and no 
real pleasure. And so the question, What is the real 
pleaste? brings us back to the question: What is the 
most real element in the human soul; or what do 
we mean by ourselves? For the real satisfaction is 
that which satisfies our real selves?. 

Plato’s question whether certain pleasures are real 
is difficult to understand. There is a difficulty in all 
questions about the truth of feelings. In one sense all 
feelings are real; what we feel, we feel; and we cannot 
suppose that Plato is questioning that. But the same 


1 [In the last few sentences and in parts of the following discussion 
certain points in Plato’s argument acquire a relatively stronger emphasis 
than they have in the original ; but it has been thought better to leave 
the passage untouched.—Ep.] * 
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remark applies to anything of which the reality is called 
in question. Everything is in one sense real; and when 
we ask, Is this real? we do not mean, Is this what it is? 
but, Is it what it suggests? or, Is it accompanied by 
what we suppose it to be accompanied by? or, Is it 
related as we suppose it to be related? or, Does it 
occupy the place that we believe it to occupy? In fact, 
it is absolutely true that, in asking whether a given thing 
is real, we are always asking about something else 
besides it. Suppose, to take an instance of a feeling 
other than pleasure, that some one asked, Am I really 
hot? would that be a sensible question? It would 
only’ be so if he meant, Is this feeling, which I have, 
connected with ccrtain processes in my body which 
a physiologist would associate with heat? or, If I 
applied a thermometer to myself would the mercury rise 
to a certain height? or something of that sort. The 
question can only be intelligently asked and answered 
if there is, in the feeling which it concerns, an implied 
reference to something else; for asking the question 
implies the possibility of testing the feeling, and it 
cannot be tested by itself, but only by something other 
than it, To apply this to Plato’s question about the 
reality of pleasure and pain, there can be no discussion 
as to whether a man does or does not feel pleasure 
or pain, in what is perhaps the most obvious sense of the 
words (‘you cannot argue a man out of his feelings,’ as 
we say). If Plato's question is to be asked and answered 
intelligently, there must be in pleasure or pain an implied 
reference to something else. 

Now Plato takes pleasure in the sense of being satisfied? 


1 [The only difficulty of the most important part of the argument arises 
from the fact that neither ‘pleasure? in English nor ‘ #30rq’ in Greek is 
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(7 mAnpoScGat), which is a natural enough way of defining 
it. In this sense any particular part of the self receives 
pleasure when it is satisfied with its own appropriate 
object, and it can be satisfied with none but its own appro- 
priate object; you cannot satisfy hunger with drink or 
thirst with solid food. This gives us a point of view from 
which it can be asked which is the most real pleasure. 
If we answer that the self or soul, though it is a manifold 
thing, is still one thing, it is intelligible to ask, In which 
of the various kinds of satisfaction is the self most really 
satisfied? and that is what Plato means when he asks’ 
which is the most real pleasure. He puts the question 
in a naive and simple form. Is the sclf, he asks, equally 
satisfied in the satisfaction of hunger and in the satisfac- 
tion which attends the attainment of truth? Satisfaction 
is real in proportion as it is permanent (8¢Batos). Now 
when we satisfy hunger the satisfaction attained has 
very little permanence indeed; we are always getting 
hungry, and we cannot say that our hunger becomes 
more satisfied as we grow older. To put this in another 
way: the self which is satisfied by eating is neither 


necessarily or indeed commonly equivalent to this. The word ‘pleasure’ 
applies to a temporary state of feeling, and we use it sometimes with 
more, sometimes with less reference to the belief on which that feeling 
depends, and to the feelings which will succeed it, and to the other 
feelings, pleasant or painful, with which the specific feeling we are 
speaking of is inextricably bound up; sometimes we use it with no such 
reference at all. In the narrow sense, which is very common, a pleasure 
is just as truly and as really a pleasure, even if it depends on an entire 
mistake, or if none but a fool would feel it. - Aristotle, in the tenth Book 
of the Ethics, expressly limits the use of the word Sor} to this narrow 
sense, and opposes it to what Plato here calls pleasure. This latter is 
what a man would deliberately and with full understanding choose, and 
be permanently content to have had, and which is therefore of course 
a more real pleasure the more a man can choose it deliberately and with 
his whole mind.—Ep.] 
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a large part of the self, nor a part which is constantly 
and permanently present in the self. We might try to 
imagine a self which had nothing to satisfy but physical 
hunger, and we might ask how much satisfaction it 
attains; or we might equally ask how much of a self ~ 
it is, what is the amount of its reality ; for we must 
remember that the self and the satisfaction of the self 
are not separable, the self zs the satisfaction it attains. 
Such a being would be always going up and down from 
pain to satisfaction, and from satisfaction to pain; it 
would be in a state of perpetual fluctuation between 
these limits; and we should have to say that the satis- 
factién attained in such a life was very small indeed, 
that it was very little of a life, and the self very little of 
a self. Now we may ask another question; Why do we 
all despise a man who lives to eat? The ultimate reason 
is that we assume that there are in him other capacities 
requiring satisfaction, and that the part of the man’s self 
which is satisfied in eating is very small. Adopting 
Plato’s phraseology, we may say that the man who lives 
“to eat sacrifices nearly the whole of self to one small 
fragment. A very good practical test to apply to the 
value of different satisfactions is to ask how much of 
oneself is honestly satisfied by each. All reflexions on 
the transient nature of certain satisfactions come back 
to this fact: self does not exist merely in isolated 
moments of satisfaction ; each satisfaction has to be taken 
as a contribution to the satisfaction of self as a whole, as 
is seen in the fact that we may feel remorse even in the 
moments of satisfaction. 

Thus Plato’s comparison of the pleasures of the higher 
and lower forms of life resolves itself into this: that in 
the higher form of life a larger part of what there’ is in 
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the soul is satisfied; that in it the soul as a whole 
is more fully what it has the capacity to be. This view 
he helps out by various arguments and figures. In the 
first place there is the figure (584 D sq.), derived from 
space, of the higher and the lower. He compares life 
with its changing states of pleasure and pain to rising and 
falling in space (and many other people have described 
pleasure as the sense of elevation). He applies this 
figure seriously; and his question may be put in the 
form: In what kind of satisfaction does the soul rise to 
its highest elevation, and remain most permanently 
at a high elevation? Every soul is perpetually, in the 
language of this figure, rising and sinking; no one’ lives 
at a permanent height. 

Plato lays stress (584 C and 586 B sq.) upon the 
observation that in the satisfaction of most bodily appe- 
tites! the pleasure which results is of a markedly relative 
character; as he and Aristotle say, these are ‘mixed 
pleasures.’ The very intensity of many of these plea- 
sures, Plato and Aristotle notice, is due to the fact that 
they are in felt contrast with a previous pain. The 
previous pain is, so to say, carried on into the pleasure 
and ‘colours’ it’. Thus these pleasures are not pure or 
unmixed (xa@apai), and in some cases, Plato points out in 
the Philebus*, it is impossible to say whether a feeling 
is pleasant or painful, and a phrase like our ‘ bitter-sweet ’ 
has to be invented to describe it. 

In the satisfaction of bodily want, the sense of transi- 

1 We commonly use the phrase ‘bodily pleasures’ of pleasures which 
we have come to localize in different parts of the body, but of course 
all pleasures are consciousness and in that sense not bodily. 

5868. Cf. Aristotle, Eth, Nic. VII. xiv. 4. 


*3.46c. The word occurs in a fragment of Sappho (37), pos...» 
yAwebmapor dudxavoy Sprerov, & 
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tion from one state. to another is often very prominent 
and violent, and probably it was mainly this which led 
Plato to describe pleasure as a movement (xtoqots). In 
all pleasures whatever we are conscious of transition 
to some extent. Every human being, when he is pleased, 
is conscious of passing from a state, which was at any 
rate negative in regard to pleasure, into a new state. It 


1 [This must not be taken to imply that Plato uses the word xivyas 
with special reference to the class of pleasures in which the sense of 
transition is most violent. In the Passage where it is brought in (583 £) 
the bodily pleasures which are said to be so intensely felt because they 
are transitions from previous pain are not more of the nature of auqoas 
than tlfe other and more real pleasures are. The point there made about 
them is that they arise merely from the recovery of the soul from the 
previous xivyocs of want and pain, its return to the original state in which 
it was before the pain came (fovyia). It is implied that the pleasure 
the soul gets in obtaining hold of truth is a more real xtrnacs, because 
it is the accompaniment of an elevation of the soul above its original 
level, and not of a mere recovery from Previous depression, and because 
this elevation is, comparatively at least, permanent. In the more obvious 
sense Plato would certainly have said that the lower kind of soul was 
more subject to movement and change. But its movement is mere 
fluctuation (mAdvn) between two points which it never gets beyond 
(586.4), Pleasure was described as a xivnais of the soul by Democritus 
(v. Ritter and Preller, 158), who meant that it was literally a disturbance 
of the arrangement of the material atoms of which the soul consisted. 
He contrasted pleasure with d6upia (content), which was the real good 
thing to aim at in life, and which, according to Seneca, he took to be 
‘stabilis animi sedes’ (perhaps ‘stable equilibrium of the soul’ would 
be the best translation). In contrast with this idea Plato and Aristotle 
conceive the good state of the soul not simply as a state in which it is 
undisturbed by 746 (though it is that), but as a state in which it steadily 
develops into all that it has in it to become. Possibly the fact that here 
Plato describes the higher satisfactions of the sou! as xohces (though 
xivnows consisting not in fluctuation but in Progress) is a symptom of 
this difference in his view. But, though the word xivnois was probably 
derived directly or indirectly from Democritus, there is of course no 
reason to assume any allusion to his views. Nor is,it necessary in this 
confused passage to assume that all the ideas which come in can be 
developed consistently with one anothe#?—Ep.} 
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is true, no doubt, as Aristotle remarks', that the actual 
sense of pleasure is not a sense of change, but still it 
implies change. (Can we imagine a being perfectly un- 
changeable to feel pleasure or pain? Plato’s own state- 
ment? that pleasure cannot be predicated of a divine 
life may strike us as a paradox ; yet we also, while we 
regard the capacity to change for the better as an ad- 
vantage, on the other hand regard the necessity for 
change as a mark of imperfection; and so to us a per~ 
fectly changeless being may either mean one so far 
above us as not to require change, or one so far below 
us that it cannot change for the better?.) Now, most 
people would agree with Plato that in the higher kinds 
of satisfaction the sense of transRion is much less violent 
and marked than in the bodily pleasures: for example, 
in the enjoyment of art it is so. 

But an objection might be raised. Is it not an equal 
necessity, whether the satisfaction be higher or lower, 
that it should always be preceded by a want? Why 
too, we may ask, does Plato dilate on the insatiable 
nature (aAnoria) of bodily appetite, insisting that bodily 
satisfaction is no satisfaction, as if there was some kind 
of satisfaction which left no desire behind? For the 
answer to these questions we must go back to Plato’s 
notion of permanence in satisfaction. The want of 
knowledge is a want, and a want which is never com- 
pletely satisfied; but in the case of the satisfaction, 
partial though it may be, which we can obtain for this 
want the soul is not always falling back to the same 


' Eth, Nic. X. iii. 4. 2 Phil. 33 8. 

« “Aristotle, in Zh. Nic. VIL xiv. 8, after describing the necessity for 
change as an imperfection of our mortal nature, declares that ‘God enjoys 
ever one simple pleasure.” ¢ 
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level as before the satisfaction. There is progress 
made, the self definitely advances, and each satis- 
faction remains a permanent element in the self 
Plato expresses this in a bold figure. The part of the 
soul which bodily pleasures satisfy is the part which is 
not ‘water-tight’ (oréyov 586 B). In the Gorgias’ the 
metaphor is developed, and the appetitive part of 
the soul, at least in those who live for the satisfaction 
of it alone, is compared to a vessel full of holes. The 
idea which these passages bring out is that, if there 
is any self at all, there must be a permanent satisfaction 
for it. For the fact is that the soul or self is exactly as 
much “as it gets out of the world; and so far as the 
satisfaction it gets is perishable the self is perishable, 
and so far no self. The only test we can apply to 
different forms of satisfaction of ourselves is the question, 
How far is each, when we have obtained it, a permanent 
element in ourselves? 

Here (585 B sq.) and in the Gorgias the idea of the 
unsatisfactory nature of certain pleasures is associated 
with the idea of their illusoriness. We should recognize 
that to take what will not satisfy us for what will is 
a form of mental illusion, but we should not naturally 
dwell upon that side of moral failure. In Plato, however, 
the ideas of intellectual illusion generally, and of moral 
failure to find satisfaction, are closely associated. As in 
the sphere of knowledge, according. to his idea, the soul 
is what it gets and retains of truth, so in the sphere of 
desire the soul is what it gets and retains. On the side 
of knowledge and on the side of desire, the soul identifics 
itself with the object which it pursues. On each of these 


1 493.4 to. 
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sides, if that with which we identify ourselves is unreal 
and transient, so too are we. 

What has been said of living for the satisfaction 
of bodily desires applies also, Plato briefly tells us 
(586 c sq.), to the pursuit of the satisfaction of the 
‘spirited’ element of the soul for its own sake, the 
‘seeking to attain personal distinction, or victory over 
others, or the satisfaction of one’s anger without reasoh 
and sense.’ Then follows an important passage. Not 
only are the lower kinds of satisfaction less true and 
real than the higher, but, further, the amount of reality 
which they have is proportionate to the degree in which 
they are subservient to higher satisfactions. At first 
this sounds rather a paradox ; there are reasons which 
might make us say that, the more independent of any 
ulterior object a desire is, the more likely it is to find 
full satisfaction. Plato puts the matter in the opposite 
way; throughout Books VIII and IX he continually 
asserts that, the more one element of the soul disengages 
itself from the whole, the less satisfaction it attains. 
To take a crude instance, a person who lived merely for 
eating would get less out of eating, less permanent 
satisfaction for himself, than a person who ate with 
the consciousness that eating served some higher pur- 
pose. A person who could say with St. Paul, ‘whether 
I cat or drink, I do all to the glory of God, might 
mean: That in the most trivial satisfactions there may 
be a sense of serving something wider and higher than 
animal appetite; that this gives to the satisfaction of 
appetite a permanence and a satisfactoriness which by 
itself it cannot have; and yet that in this lies the only 
appropriate satisfaction of appetite, or, as Plato says, its 
‘own’ (oixeiov) satisfactions 


588 a to 
end of IX, 
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We have now finished the threefold comparison 
between the bliss of two lives, that of the tyrannical soul 
which lives most completely in its own lowest element, 
and that of the kingly soul which lives most conipletely in 


its highest; and Plato winds up the discussion with — 


a fantastic mathematical expression of the difference we 
have found between them (587 A sq.). Starting with 
the original triple division of the soul upon which the 
description’ of these lives was based, and measuring in 
one dimension the differences which we have found 
between them, we may say that the life of the timocratic 
man, in which the highest element of soul is unsatisfied, 
reachés two-thirds as far as that of the-philosopher or 
king, in which all-these elements are satisfied, and 
that the life of the oligarchic man, in which only the 
appetitive element is satisfied, reaches one-third as far. 
Then taking the oligarchic life, which is the life of 
appetite at its best, and remembering the triple division 
of the appetitive soul, we may say that the democratic 
life reaches two-thirds as far as the oligarchic and the 
tyrannic one-third “as far: ~-So-the tyrannic life reaches 
one-ninth as far as the kingly. But this measurement 
does not give us the full extent of the difference’. We 
must measure the difference in three dimensions, de- 
veloping the line into the square, and the square into 
the cube, which is a complete and perfect thing. The 
result is that the bliss of the philosopher king is 9 x9 x9 
=: 729 times as full as that of the tyrant. 

Socrates is now made to look back to the beginning 
of the whole argument and the contention of Thrasy- 


1 [In the triple division of the soul, and again in that of the appetitive 
element, the three parts were not each of equal value in the life of the 
soul, which is what the calculation if it stopped here would imply.—En. } 
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machus that perféct injustice is the true interest of man. 
He will express the main facts which he has shown 
about the life of man in a figure which will make it 
clear how far injustice is from being man’s interest. 
The general drift of this section is to throw the whole 
question of interest back upon the inner life of the soul ; 
happiness, interest, gain, must be expressed in terms of 
man’s most inward life, or seen in their relation to the 
essence of his soul. ‘ What shall a man give in exchange 
for his soul?’ is the burden of the section; ‘we have 
talked of gain or profit—what is the ultimately precious 
thing (rfyiov) ?’ 

First (588 B to £) Plato repeats his analysis of 4uman 
nature. Man, while he is indeed not only one in his 
bodily form, but one self or soul, is at the same time 
a complex creature. A new light is here thrown on the 
elements of which he is composed. The appetitive 
element is represented as a many-headed beast, eon- 
stantly changing and capable of an infinite development 
of new heads out of itself; this beast is partly wild and 
partly tame ; it is, in bulk, the largest element in human 
nature, The ‘spirtted’ element is represented as a lion. 
It was no mere figure of speech with Plato to represent 
these psychical tendencies in man as animals, for he 

clearly believed that there was continuity between the 
different forms in which life appears; that somehow or 
other souls rose and fell in the scale of being according 
as they behaved in each form in which they were 
embodied; and that there was a real identity between 
certain elements in man’s soul and certain elements in 
other organic creatures. Such an idea receives a new 


« "For the idea of man as a strangely composite being, cf. Phaedrus, 
2a9E sq. 
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light from the modern conception of evolution. The 
third element in human nature, and in bulk the smallest, 
is the strictly human element, the man in us. This 
element is also represented as the divine in man?, This 
again, though not much is here made of it, is a very im- 
portant idea for consideration in a theory of human nature. 
Both Plato and Aristotle thought that there was in 
human nature a certain imperfect presence of God, and 
that it was this divine presence, however small, which 
made it specifically human nature, It is in this 
conception that the true anticipations of such Christian 
ideas as that of the Incarnation—‘taking the man- 
hood énto God’—are to be found. Plato here literally 
identifies the truly human nature in us with the divine. 
But the ideas are not developed in Plato and Aristotle. 
Such then is man. The question of his true gain and 
profit has to be considered on the basis of this analysis, 
When a man says that injustice secures the real interest 
of human nature, he cannot realize what he is saying; 
let us persuade him. To do so, Plato takes the principal 
recognized forms of moral goodness and badness, and 
shows what each means in terms of his analysis of human 
nature (588 E to 590 D). The just and the noble (xaddv) 
are what brings everything in human nature under the rule 
of the truly human element in it, which is also the truly 
divine. The unjust and the base (alexpév) are what 
enslaves the man in us to the beast. When a man says 
that it pays or profits him to do a base action, such as 
taking a bribe, he is really saying that he gains by en- 
slaving what is more precious to him than wife or child 
to the most godless thing in him. ‘Intemperance’ or 
profligacy, again (rd dxoAacraivew, the opposite of cwdfos. 
TYBSy. > Aristotle, Ej. Nic. X. vii. x, and 7 to 9, 
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odvn), means the letting loose of the wild creature within 
us, Self-will (at@ddea) and discontent or irritability 
(avexoAéa) arise from the lion-like element being developed 
in bad adjustment to its place in our nature. Both 
‘spirit’ and ‘appetite’ are however involved in them}; 
in the description of the timocratic man in whom ‘spirit’ 
is dominant, and who is then said to be ‘self-willed,’ we 
were shown how under the dominion of ‘spirit’ certain 
excessive appetites were growing up in the dark, because 
the highest element in man had been dethroned from its 
place. Next, the vices of effeminacy, luxury, and the 
like come from the weakening of the ‘spirited’ element 
in us. Flattery and meanness imply that it is, being 
enslaved to the mob of appetites, and that in consequence 
the lion in us is being turned into an ape®. Lastly come 
Bovavela and xetporexvia. These words, which signify 
a sort of vulgarity which was associated with certain 
occupations, may be compared with the word ‘ mechanic’ 
as used in a depreciatory sense in Shakespeare. The 
Greeks thought that mechanical occupations had a 
tendency, not necessarily fulfilled in every case, to 
develop this fault; as indeed every nation stigmatizes 
certain occupations, and uses words derived from them, 
e.g. ‘flunkeyism,’ to describe certain vices. The vices 


1 Especially if we read Acovr@bés re wai dxdAGBes (turbulent), the latter 
being ‘appetite.’ The MSS. read AcovrGBés re wai dpeGdes; the latter 
(serpent-like) would be a new name for the ‘spirited’ element. But dpeades, 
which is a strangely formed word and does not occur elsewhere (except 
in late writers who might have derived it from this passage after it had 
been corrupted), is very likely a mistake for 4xA@des, which occurs just 
below as a designation of the appetitive element. If however we read 
dpeBSes, the introduction of this new term still implies that the ‘lion-like’ 
clement is to some degree identifying itself with the wodvedis Opéuya. 

4 Cf. X. 620c, where the soul of Thersites is (at his own choice) turned 
inte an ape. 
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named -hére really mean that the truly human element 
is in some degree-enslaved to the appetitive. 
*. Thus, in brief, Plato has indicated the nature of various 
Sorts of vice. They are all of them forms of disorgani- 
zation of the soul, all of them forms of slavery. The 
question for man (590 D to 591 B) is, What is the right 
slavery—the slavery which is not to the hurt of the 
slave? It is that he should be the slave of that in him 
which is most fit to rule. Everything in man should 
serve what is divine in him, It is best of all that he 
should have the ruling principle in himself; but, if he 
has it not, the next best is that he should obey it as 
impoged on hini- from without. This shows us the 
principle upon which both the law in states and the 
education of children are based’. Law was represented 
at the outset by Glaucon asa restraint which a reasonable 
man would overcome or evade wherever he was able to 
do so. But law is the public reason embodied, the ally 
of everybody in the community without distinction, 
because the ally of that which is best in him. On 
the same principle we do not allow children.to be their 
own masters until, by education, we have set up a ‘con- 
stitution’ in them and enabled them to be to some 
extent a law to themselves. Jn moral education, the 
principle which is at first imposed on the learner from 
without gradually becomes his own principle. This, 
which parents and teachers aim‘ at accomplishing for 
children, the law also aims at accomplishing for every 
member of the community. : 
Human nature then being what it is, it is impossible 
that it can ‘profit’ a man to be unjust. Nor will his 
injustice profit him any the more for being undetected 
1 Cf, Aristotle, Eth, Nic. X. ix. . 
« 
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and unpunished by the ~ . Thrasymachus has miain- 

tained that if a man could dodgy wrong he pleased and . 
escape punishment he would be prosperous ; here it is 
asserted that the greatest ill that can befall a man is 
that he should do wrong and escape punishment}. 

In conclusion (591 c to end of IX) Plato sums up the 
principles upon which a wise man will regulate his life. 
First, as to what he will wish to learn: he will value 
every study in proportion as it helps to bring the soul 
into that good state which has here been described?, 
Next as regards his body ; he will not make thé domi- 
nant principle in his life the attainment of simply animal 
pleasures, neither will he make it the attainment sintply 
of bodily health and strength, for he will value health 
and strength of body according as they promote the 
control of reason within him (cwdpootvy). He will 
regulate the harmony of his body for the sake of the 
harmony of his soul, if he wishes to be really povoids 2; 
the phrase is like the saying of Milton, that the true poet 
must make his life a poem. Similarly with wealth; he 
will regulate his acquisition of wealth by asking whether 
it does or does not put the ‘constitution’ within him out 
of gear. So lastly, as to honour and power, he will or 
will not seek them according as he conceives that they 
will or will not make him better. 

Here follows a curious passage: the mention of honour 
-makes Glaucon say, ‘ Then he will not take part in public 
life” and Socrates answers, ‘Indeed he will in his own 
city, but perhaps not in the city where he was born, unless 


1 Cf. Gorgias, 472 D sqq. 

3 ie. He will regard the object of all study as intended to give the 
philosophic or divine element in the soul the nurture necessary for its 
development. 

* Cf. qx0 and qr1, 

MP z 
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some divine chance befalls.’ In Book VI? Plato says it 
is only by divine grace, that is by some process which, 
humanly speaking, cannot be reckoned on, that a great 
character can escape demoralization in present society. 
Ina similar spirit he says here that it will only be as an 
exception that a man who has attained harmony of the 
soul will find public life congenial to him of compatible 
with it; only under exceptional circumstances will the 
‘goodness of the man’ and the ‘ goodness of the citizen’ 
coincide?. But such a man will carry about the ideal 
state with him and live the life of it; whether it exists 
anywhere on earth (or even in heaven) makes no differ- 
encé to that. Plato in the Republic oscillates between 
two conflicting feelings. His dominant feeling is that 
the philosopher does neither the best for himself nor the 
best for the world unless he finds a state in which he can 
play the part he is fit for (mpoojxovoa wodirefa). The 
loss which results in every direction from the highest 
minds not being applied to the government of society 
forces itself upon him as an appalling loss. But another 
feeling runs under this and emerges from time to time 
in passages like the present. It is that, as the world 
stands, the divorce between the philosopher and political 
affairs is, humanly speaking, inevitable, and that the highest 
life for man will generally have to be not a public life. 
In describing the philosophic life in the Theaetetus® 
Plato almost glories in the fact that, in the ordinary 
sense, it is of no use. We find precisely the same two 
ideas struggling in many Christian writers. The saving 


Vggq2a. Cf. 493.4, 4996. 

2 Cf. Aristotle, Pol, 12768, 16-sqq., 12784, 41 8q., and also 132qq4, 4 to 
1335 B, 30. eye 

* 173 ¢ saq. 
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of one’s soul has often been represented as inconsistent 
with ‘living in the world’ This mode of thought was 
fairly well known in Greece even before Plato’s time; 
both before his time and later there were philosophers 
who lived, in retirement, a sort of monastic and ascetic 
life. On the other hand we are familiar with the view 
that the Christian principle is best realized in some 
kind of public service, or in doing good in some sort of 
social life. This idea is no doubt that which is most 
prominent in Greek philosophy, and represents the 
ultimate outcome of Greek moral thought in its best 
form. 


Za 


XV. DIGRESSION ON POETRY 


[Republic, X. to 608 8.) 


THE first half of Book X is disconnected from the rest 
of the Republic, and the transition to the subject of art 
and poetry, which is here made, is sudden and unnatural. 
We may, igdeed, gather from the opening sentences 
what is the connexion of ideas in Plato’s mind, [ive 
latter part of Book IX has brought vividly befofe us, 
by a fresh analysis, what human nature really is; moral 
evil has been described er of the self to 
the infcrior elements in it: and this has been constantly 
|represented as the submission of the mind to living in 


a kind of illusory world. . This perhaps ests the real 
ae of imitative grt, hich has been 
pointed out to some extent already. ( tends to stimu- 
late the illusoriness of feeling ; above all it panders to 


an inferior kind of emotion, whether of pleasure or of 
puny and Plato's peculiar way of describing the infe- 
riority of an CaaS chow Tat ate tlepen. 
deht"Onvsomething unreal. So much connexion, then, 
is traceable. Sat this section breaks the continuity 
of the Republic. It does not bear in any way ‘ort the 
last section of Book X, in which ‘the immortality of 
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the soul is treated, and which would naturally follow 
at the end of Book IX, forming a fitting conclusion 
to the whole work. Further, within each of these two 
sections it is easy to see the traces of more than one 
redaction of thessame topic!. : 

_ [From the very apologetic opening and the neverthe- 
less polemical tone which pervades the whole discussion, 
one might infer that Plato had been attacked by critics 
for what he had previously said about poetry, and that; 
he therefore returned to the subject with greater animus, ; 
prepared to go a good deal further. a any case he! 
writes throughout with a deep feeling that the lat_the influence 


of the poetry of his time, especjally the dramatic pc pgttry, 


is almost entirely bad, and that the extravagant belief 


which prevails in the educational value o 
other poets ig unjustinable and pegnicious. }/He télls us 
that it was claimed for Homer and a tragic poets that 
they knew all arts, all things human, whether t_bearing 
on virtué or vice, and éven things divine, ‘and again 
that it was said that Homer was the educator of Greece, 
and that a man might direct his whole life by what he + 
learnt from him®. {To us Homer is mere literature ; not 
one regulates iyis life according to } Homer ; 1 but we must 
take these statements as representing facts, or we, cannot 
understand Plato’s attitude] He treats the matter as in| 
the utmost degree a serious one. (People sometimes say 
that Homer was the Greek Bible, and this and this expresses 
in a crude, way what. Plato is _ here _relerriag™ to. 
Extravagant and illogical claims made for the Bible 
have produced similar attacks upon it.) 








4 See, for example, the passages referred to in a note on P. 349, and at 
@% beginning of the next section of the Lectures. 
% 598d sq. and 606 z, 
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[Piato here treats poetry as a great means of tickling 
the palate of the Athenian demos; it_is a mere caterer 
of excitement. We must take what he says in connexion 
with various other passages in his dialogues, where the 
power of words to produce illusion is dwelt upon. There 
has never been a greater master of words than Plato 
himself, and it seems as if this made him all the more 
conscious that_the art of using language is beset _with 


. weaknesses and dangers. ‘hus, as he insists in the 


Phaedrus’, the written wort, whether rhetoric or poetry 
or what not, is only valuable as a sort of record and 
suggestion of the ‘living word,’ which is the truth that 
the Writer has present to his mind ; {unless a writer can 
feel that hc knows something better than he writes, he is 
not really a good writer; tnd as soon as he begins to 
think that words are the best thing he ceases to under- 
stand them? (The antithesis of ‘letter’ and ‘spirit’ 
embodies the same idea.) In his own time, Plato felt, 
literature was written for the sake of the pleasure that 
the mere words gave. Thus in the Gorgias poetry, 
especially tragic poetry, is classed with rhetoric as 
a branch of the art of appealing to and pléasing the 


_crowd ; and it is associated with the arts of the confec 


tioner and the perfumer*. Various passages in the Laws 
too describe bitterly the change that has come over the 
Athenian stage; in the old days the audience were 
swayed by people who knew better than they ; at present 
there is a ‘theatrocracy,’ the taste of the general public 
is a law to the dramatist’. 


1 [Of which dialogue, it is to be notiggd, a large part is an exhibition 
(given for a special purpose) of Plato’s tery of various styles of com- 
position.—Ep.] : 

3 275C¢ to end. * Gorgias, 501 and 502. 

* Laws, III, yor a. 
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[Ther two leading ideas in this attack on artand 
Ot 


poetry. First, there is the idea that imitative art from 
its very nature can only represent what things look like, 
their_outsides, which area very little part of them; and 
that if any one takes the outsides of things for the whgle 
of f_them—as, it is “implied, a great many people do— 
then he he is living in a world of illusion. “Secondly, there 


is the feeling that the emotions a appealed to 


and stimulated by contemporary art. vand especially 
‘by dramatic poetry, are not_ those i are th 
appealing to and stimulating. “The whole treatment 
of the subject presents us with the reverse side of the 
picture of art given by Aristotle in the Poetics. »The 
two works do not deal with the subject from the same 
‘point of view. Plato has set himself to write an indict- 


ment of art. He deals with its perversions, pnd what 


he says of them is to a great extent true, though no 
doubt (he accounts for the bad effects of art by a theory 
which makes it look, at any rate, as if they necessarily 
followed from the nature of imitative art, and not merely 
from perversions of it.) Aristotle’s treatise, on the con- 
tfary (s0 far as it refers to the same subject), may be 
said to aim at a definition of tragedy as it is in its 
essence and at its best. It is a matter of indifference 
to hini whether there ever was a tragedy answering to 
his definition, he wants to get at the typical or ideal 
nature of tragedy. The situations of the two men, 
according to ordinary conceptions oftheir characters, a 
here reversed ; ; (Aristotle puts the ideal_side_of al side of things, ; 
malo 
with present factsj \y~ ae 
‘The discussion falls into three parts; in the first, 

Plato_in inv€stigates the nature of the ‘imitation’ which 


595 ¢ to 
602 C, 
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congtitutes art, characterizin, ture of 
art (595C to 602C); “fn the second and “Third he really 
puts the same thing from the other side, dealing, in two 


separate sections which can hardly be said to differ in 
subject, with the subjective effects of imitative art upon 
the soul {602C to 605, and 605C to 6088). 

In the first section of the argument Plato starts with 
the implied postulate that art is imitation \udunors) ; he 
first explains his theory of the nature of art by taking 
the illustration of painting; he then applies the result to 
Pogtry. we 

What ‘does he mean by saying that art is imitation? 
A modern writer in calling art imitative would probably 
have in mind the question whether the artist copies from 
his experience, or creates. It is clear in what Plato says, 
and in a great part ‘of ‘what Aristotle says, that this i this is 


not what: they had in mind. V Plato does not ot_ consider 
whether the artist. originates; he is thinking of, the 
rey eee oe 


extr j fact that the artist ni 

case_put_before, #8 the actual objects of rea] life, but 
certain appearances only ; he represents, _an YI only. Ie- 
Presents. In this, poetry..and painting, though very 
diferent in moat feanecs, stand on the same footing. It 
is obvious that the painter_ represents, things to | us in 


view. ~The poet ses words, as Plato s » says, ‘ ‘Tike e paint’; 





his words are no more what they describe than painted 
. colours are what they represent ; the poet, no _less “than 
the painter, presents_to us what things look like from 
: a partial point of view.) 4 
I Tration Ww. 


i , which both the painter and the.’ poet 
exergise, is_a_certain Kind of production “ae mg}i 


(rolnots) ; but ut_what_ki kind? According to Plato ter 
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are, thr rades_of sing_and three corresponding 
ttiakers to be distinguished. . There is, first, the making 
of that which is in the order of nature (rd ev 1H pice, 


& geri, 1d dv, 7d cides, # iSéa), of which the only maker 
is.God, who is therefore called the maker of the original 
or natural (pvrovpyds). Secondly there are the ordinary 
artificial things used_in_ life, which_are fnade_by the 
craftsman or artisan; he makes, Plato tells us, some- 
thing like that which God_makes (rowoirov oloy 1d dy), 
ayparticular form! of the thine God_jis maker of. 
Anindly, there is a product which consists_in_ the 


appearance of such things (particular concrete objects) 


as the artisan makes, and_the maker of this product 

is the artist, who makes the appearance as a_ man 
ight make it by holding up a mirror before a thing. 
fe see at once that this is not-a true account of artistic 
roduction ; yet the artist's production and the reflexion 
: an ellex! 


in a mirror are so far alike that they both represent only 
artial aspects of things. The_artist, according to Plato, 
merely holds up the mirror to nature, a ing 


C at does Plato _meaté by ‘that which is in the order 
nature,’ and the various phrases he uses as equivalent to 
this? “He takes an instance which it is ve: ificult 
to.make sense of. What meaning is there in speaking 
“& the ‘idea’ of a table or of a.pbed; of a table as it is in 
nature; of a tablein a sense in which there_is one table 
nd _gg_more; of a table which is really a table, while 
\the things we call tables are not 23 To get at the mean- 
ing of Plato’s language, we may start by asking what we 
imply when we say that of two or more quite different 


t 
thi 






© (Not, of course, ‘form’ in the sense of cf50s or i8éa as above.—Ep.] 
™ 
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tables each is a form or example of table. We clearly 
imply that there is something in them which is the same 
and therefore one. [in the fact that they are many and , 
different forms of the one thing after which they are 
called, Plato sees this consequence involved: each is 
~ meant to be what it is called, but no one of them >m_is really 
' quite what it is called or what it is is meant to > bea] And 
it is true that they are not quite What | they are meant 
to be, nor (it may be said) what they are called. Every 
table has limitations; to begin with, it perishes; but, 
besides that, it never absolutely answers its purpose, 
we can always find some defect in it, and at any rate it 
nly segves its purpose under certain conditions. (This 
hen is the import of the particularity of tables ; they all all 
e. pe to be the same thing, namely, that which they 
* ré really mez meant t to o be,_ ‘butn none of them is that thing. ) 


The meaning of the conception is ‘is much more obvious 
in the case of things to which we apply the notions of an 
ideal, or of perfection) For instance, re many 
just acts, many forms of justice, each of which is only 
partially what we call it; and We easily understand such 
a conception as ‘justice itself, the one principle which 
all just acts imperfectly embody. Plato applies the 
same conception to tables and beds in a way that sounds 
: harsh and ludicrous. In the ordinary sense, as we should 
at once say, there is no such thing as this one table that 
he talks about. [ Nevertheless there is a truth about the 
construction of tables, and the truth of everything * must 
be supposed to exist eternally. *We may think of this 
truth, or of the ‘true table” in this sense, as existing in 
what we might | call_an ideal l order of the warld (what 
Plato here walls « dicts), which we imperfectly apprehenc 


and reproduce, or as existing in the mind of the Creator } 
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Plato would probably say that these were only different 
ways of putting the same thing’, a) tae 


This distinction of three things—“fhe nature of tables, 


“which is made not by the craftsman but by the Creator, 
the’ actual table which the craftsman makes, and the 
copy of a table which the artist makes—leads up to 
i. comparison n (601 C sqq.) of the knowledge that the 
artist must possess of a thing to copy it successfully, 


‘land the knowledge that other men may possess of the 








isame thing] The man for whom the craftsman_ makes { 


any instrument, and who knows how to_use it, | knows 
ios about Tis Watire and v and what it should 1 be like; the 
horseman, - for instance, knows what harness shoyld be ; 
this is not the kind of knowledge the artist has of harness, 
or tables, or beds, or any object that he may imitate. 
The_craftsman who is not himself the user of what, he 
makes has not this knowledge _ either ; but_he_h: “has 
a certain tain right opinion (6p) 36€a) about_the_ “thin hing ing he 
makes, he can carry out the directions of the man for 
whom he makes it. The knowledge of the artist _who 
can_only produce the superficial _resemblance_ of the 
much I Tess | than this. It tL coneapone 
though the word is not “used here, to the ‘ conjecture’ 
(elxacia) of Book VI, and this passage throws a light 
on the four-fold division of knowledge in that Book. 
The conclusion drawn from this comparison is that what 
the artist does is not earnest but play; and this cqn- 
clusion is applied to all artistic or poetic imitation ; if we 





1 Nothing is said here about the manifold particular objects, not made 
by human craftsmen, which make up the sensible world ; but, as here the 
craftsman makes artificial objects after a pattern which is represented 


as existing eternally, so in the Zisaeus the whole sensible world is: 
" represented as being the expression to sense of an eternal intelligible! 


wapéberypa. Cf. Timaeus, 28 ¢ sq. 


—— 
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take such imitation seriously we are making ourselves 
the victims of illusion 

* ~ How far such_a description of the work of_artists and 
poets is justified depends first “on the particular artist 
or_poet_in question, 6n his own conception of his 
functions, ae the Way in which he «arries it out; 
it depends, econdly, on the attitude of those who,see 
or_read his works, Plato here has in the main great 
poets and artists in view. - Even in the case of the 
greatest poet he is prepared to maintain that his work 
is not_the highest kind of work; if_he had done the 
things he relates he would have been a greater man. 
The comparative value of poetic or artistic work and of 
other kinds of work is an unprofitable question to discuss. 
It is certain that poets and artists perform a great 
function, and that the great poets and artist poets and artists have _done 


a Great service to mankind. ” But it is also true that they 
es Seana Recep: pra TE 


are constantly misunderstood by their admirers, that 
, Poetry and art are Often taken as if they were something 
which they are not, and that claims are made, for them 
' which fairly provoke the sort of reaction that we find 
|heré, where Plato describes them as mere play. -He 
clearly has in mind people who fancy that merely to 
read literature and gather impressions of life from it is 
enough to give one an understanding of life. Such 
persons are as much under _an_illusi if they 
were taken in by clever scene-painting.! Doubtless only 
a childish or untrained mind can bé+So taken in}; but 
language is a far subtler thing than colour and form, 
and, in reading things which strongly affect us, we are 
liable to suppose that the fact of being strongly affected 


* And we are not to suppose that any great painter or other artfst # 
makes illusion his object. 
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by the representation gives us a grasp of the thing 
represented.| The question whether a ds_some- 
thing to your understanding of the world, or gives you 
nottig-bat the mere Mote of represoieton and 
expression, really depends on your understanding of the | 
poet. Having in mind people who imagine that the mere 


enjoyment of poetry is something more than it is, Plato 


contends that the preséntation of life in literature gets hold 
of avery small part of it. The condemnation he passes on 


imaginativ e literature is valid as against a certain misunder- 
standing of its true function. WBut the point of view from 
which imaginative literature could be looked upon as cons 
taining the whole reality of life, and from which Plato 
answers that it gives one merely the most superficial 
appearance, is not one which comes very naturally to us.) 

he two sections which follow are slightly different 
treatments of one question’: Imaginative art being, 
as it has just been described, the roduction of mere 
superficial appearance, what_is ite eHGGT oir The soul: 
[wat 4s it that it appeals to in the soul, and what is the 


result upon the soul of its so appealing? we 7 
| In the former of these sections Plato again begins 6oac to 


with painting, imitation which appeals to the eye, and 605 ¢. 
applies the analogy of it to poetry. The success of 


painting, he points out, depends upon its exercising 
a certain illusion, |making us, by means of ingenious * 


ere 
devices, think of" a certain object as hree 
dimensions when it_is really in two?. [It follows ‘from ‘ 

* The opening words of the section beginning 605c¢ do not naturally 
follow on the words which precede (there is nothing for at7#s to refer 
to}, but they would naturally follow on the concluding words of _ 
Section ‘which ends at 602 8. 


- He illustrates this by referring to reflexions in water and the like, 
which were his examples of ‘ ¢{«agia’ in Book Vi. 


. 
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this that, for_painting to exercise its influ reason 
(by which he means the scientific impulse, which leads 
us to set right all the illusions of sense by measuring 
and weighing things, and the like)[must be in abeyance. 
‘As painting takes advantage of certain illusions of sight, 
so poetry takes advantage of certain illusions of feeling 
and emotion ; and as, in the case of painting, reason is for 
the time being kept in abeyance by mere appearance, so, 
bor poetry to have its ef he-moment 
smust ‘blind us to some facts, Take, for example, the case 
when poetry makes us feel keenly about ‘what we should 
call a great misfortune. When we think about it we see 
that wedo not know whether what gives us pain is really 
an evil or not, we see again that grieving over it does no 
good, and (Plato says) that nothing human is worthy 
of grave consideration. These facts are analogous to 
those which reason ‘tells us when we test the data of 
sight by measurement and calculation ; and as in enjoy- 
ing a painting we are made to occupy ourselves with the 
simple appearance of things from a single point of view, 
to the exclusion of the facts of which reason would 
inform us, so it is when we enter into the feeling of 
fre ‘oetry makes the emotion of the moment 


exercise a sor or Mlusion over Us, Further, Plato dwells 
upon the Tact that under the influence of a tragedy, and 
similar influences, a Titre sell ke Spiet jn Nows himself to enter into 
‘femotions which he would be ashamed to give way to 
‘lin Teal Me. Moreover, he points out that the subject 
iatter which best lends itself to effective represent 
tion in_poetry is indiscriminate variety of feeling ‘an 


emotion, not feeling and emotion restrained by a prin 
Arse ameaae o 
ciple. The conclusfon to be drawn trom all ths is 


that imitative poetry nourishes and strengthens, not 
ene PE MeCeLiennsy Samet onset 
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the rational part. of the soul, put that which is the 
source of illusion. 

The main subject of the latter section of the discussion 
is one which Plato has glanced at immediately before, 


namely, the encouragement _giveri_to_unw. Emotions 
by psig renga aay Taro g emotional poetry. | This effect, he 
shows, is produced not only by tragedy but by comedy, 
and by artistic representation generally. It appeals 
to the seuntve wile of ou mate, letting loose the 


‘emotional element in us, while keeping in abeyance 
reason, which should restrain appetite. If then we 
allow the Muse of sweetness to prevail in our city, we 
shall be governed by pleasure and pain, andgpot by 
principles and by regard for the common good. (ric: 
then, in the ideal community must be bound within very 
narrow limits. Religion and patriotism are its two great 
legitimate themes. Hymns to the*gods, and panegyrics 
on heroes, are the two forms of poetry which this criti- 
cism has left uncondemned. 

While Plato writes chiefly with the_influence of the 
drama in view, we should not look to the stage, in 

England at any rate, for an analogous influence now. In 
‘ considering the new question a i jnative literature 
which these sections raise we should most naturally have 
in mind_the effect _of novels. No _doubt the effect of 
imaginative literature is due to the fact that_we are 
emotionally Susceptible; it appeals in the first_instance 
to one side‘of our nature; and further it is true, as Plato 
says, that when we are*strongly acted ‘upon by imagina- 


at in_part of us is in abeyance for the 
time being ; it takes us, as we say, out of ourselves. But 
the question is what self it is that it takes us out_of. 


Does, it take us out qf our common, every-day, mean 


. 











605 ¢ to 
608 B. 
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self? Are the‘emotions which it appeals to, not emotions 
which we sho! ashamed to feel in ordinary life, but 
emotio' ns which we aré not ablé to feel in ordinary life? 
Does it, to put the Quéstion in the form which Aristotle 
suggests, give to pity and fear something worth itying 
and_ something worth fearing for? ‘Or does it, as Plato 
| thinks, give us feelings which in the ordinary business of 
life, or at any time if we thought people could see into us, 
we should be ashamed to feel? and does it take us, not 
out of our prosaic self, but out of the self that is practically 
useful_in life? These questions represent a real_issue ; 
we could easily find examples of each of these effects of 
imaginative literature ; and most people have had some 
experience of the worse as well as of the better effects of 
such literature upon themselves. Most of us, for instance, 
. would have to admit that a great deal of the excitement 
which we get out of novels does not develop the parti- 
cular things in us of which we are proud, though we 
cannot deny the great effectiveness and charm of many 
of those works. Plato here writes with nothing ig view but 
| the lower kind of effects that imaginative literature can 
} produce. There can be no doubt that there are times 
in the history of the world when only the lower sorts of 
art become popular, when imaginative art does aim at 
mere popularity, and when its only interest is to appeal 
to those susceptibilities of human nature which are com- 
monest or strongest, because it has to cater for excitement. 
Further, it is true in a certain sense, as Plato says, that, the 
-more indiscriminate you are in What you appeal to, the 
easier artistic work becomes; it is much easier to excite 
if you do not care what you excite, or how Tn Book IIT, 


where also Plato discusses the effects of imitation, taking 


‘the word in a narrower sense than here, ine objects to 
erenesenneenemensmeens eens cman a * 
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the drama (the literature which is in that sense most! 
imitative) on_the > ground that the merely imitative | 
instinct is probably a symptom of, and certainly: Sipu- 

lates, weakness of character, want of personality. Here, 
again, we can hardly doubt that the readiness, which he 
speaks of, to throw oneself into different characters can 
have the ‘effect which he attributes to it; but on. thel 


other hand one of the greatest helps to the development 


of chavacter_lies in being encouraged to put oneself into 


characters above one’s ordinary level; and this help is 


what great art gives, But, rightly or wrongly, Plato has 


here come to the conclusion that nearly all the imita- 

tive art of his time has degenerated nto_indiscriaingte 

catering for common excitement. e treats art as being 

this and only this, and in consequence the whole passage 

remaias Tather an attack upon certain developments of 

art than an adequate theoretical treatment of it. 

(Biato characteristically represents the disp y represents the dispute in which 

he here engages, not as one between the moral and 

the immoral in literature, but_as one between poetry 

_generally and philosophy generally 607 B sq). He 

quotes sentences to express ‘the feeling which certain 

poets on their side have about philosophy and science ;- 
they regard them as the’ spinning of cobwebs, or as 

audacious and blasphemous talk about things above us. 

The same feeling of antagonism between poetry and 

philosophy is often expressed now by saying that philo- 

sophy and science take the interest and the mystery out 

of life. {fo Plato, on the contrary, the real ground of 

quarrel_seems SoS TSE ees aes Td only of the. 
outside of ay appealing always to the most _super- . 


‘fidial_susceptibilities of man, while philogophy gets hold 
ofthe real laws and facts-of the world. Now there is no 
nee ened a 


wr. Aa 
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reason why a poet should not really in his own way be 
animated by the same spirit as a philosopher. There is 
a point, as Wordsworth indicated, where philosophy and 
poetry, imagination and science, meet, } It is generally 
in their lower phases that poetry and philosophy strike 
one another as antagonistic. it he_greatest_philosophers” 


and the greatest poets have not as a rule felt themselves 


to be at ‘enmity, | Plato himself is something very like 
a great poct. 


XVI. THE FUTURE LIFE OF THE 
SOUL~ 


[ Republic, X. 608 ¢ to end.} 


THE second part of Book X, like the first, shows 
symptoms of having been left in an unfinished state. 
In the opening words which introduce the subject of 
immortality, ‘And yet nothing has been said of the 
greatest prizes and rewards of virtue’ (608 C), there is 
no transition from what has gone before. Plato has: 
not, as they imply, been talking of the rewards of 
justice on earth. He first begins to speak of them 
in 612 A; and after that there occurs in 614 A another 
opening similar to that in 608 C, and this time in its 
proper connexion. Thus the argument about immor- 
tality (608 c to 612 A) does not seem to be in any 
organic corincxion either with what actually precedes 
or with what actually follows it. It would seem that 
Plato had two plans in his mind as to how to finish the 
Republic). 

1Notice too te fragmentary character of 611 a, where the doctrine 


that the number of souls existing must remain constant is introduced 
abruptly, and dismissed in a single sentence. 


-g90° LECTURES ON PLATO'S “REPUBLIC™ 


Taking the section, however, as it stands, we find 
that in the first part of it Plato asserts that the soul 
is immortal, and gives a brief argument in support of 
this belief, asserting that the true nature and capacities 
of the soul cannot be seen in its earthly state (608 C to 
612 A). He then passes to the question whether justice, 
which has been shown to be good in itself apart from 
consequences, is not also attended by external rewards; 
and, having pointed out that on the whole it is so in this 
life (612 A to 614 A), he winds up the whole work by 
discoursing, by means of the Myth of Er, on the destiny 
of the soul after death (614 A to end). 

608 c to Piato makes no attempt here to deal completely with 

6ltA. : ’ 
the question of the immortality of the soul. In the 
Phaedo he treats the whole question, but. here it is only’ 
its bearing on morality that concerns him, and the ques- 
tion is touched upon just far enough to give completion 
to his picture of the destiny of the soul on earth. The 
point of view from which he argues that the soul is 
immortal is one which is in keeping with the whole 
subject of the Republic. Throughout the Republic the 
question has been, What is the real good and the real ev‘! 
of the soul? In accordance with all that has gone 
before, Plato here insists that the only form ‘of evil or 
of good that affects the soul is moral or spiritual. Now 
moral or spiritual evil does not make the soul die, in the 
ordinary sense. Hence, he argues, the soul is not subject 
to death in the ordinary sense; death is a form of evil 
which affects the body only. . 

611 B to Having said that the soul in its essence does not die 

Stas. with bodily death, Plato modifies this statement. When 
we assert the immortality of the soul we must remembes 
that this immortality only’ belongs to it in its true nature, 
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and that on earth we never see it in its true nature. 
The soul as it exists in union with the human body is 
emphatically a composite thing, and the composition is 
by no means perfect ; so that the soul as it appears in 
its earthly life is liable to all kinds of internal distraction: 
and inconsistency. The ideal condition of the soul is one’ 
of harmony ahd perfect synthesis, and this is unattainable 
under the conditions of human life ; so that, as we see 
the soul here, its original nature is almost entirely 
obscured, like the human form of the sea-god Glaucus 
in the myth, by overgrowths which come upon it when 
it enters the body. If we want to see the immortal 
part of it we must look at the element of philosophy 
which is in it; we must imagine what the sou! would be 
if it could entirely follow the impulse of philosophy, 
which would lift it out of this sea in which it is now 
sunk and show us its real nature’. Aristotle’, in the 
same way, tells us that the immortality of the soul lies in 
vots, and is to be seen in the speculative capacity of the 
mind. With Aristotle and Plato the impulse of the soul, 
or of reason, the truly human element in it, is, literally, 
to be at one with the eternal being in the world. The 
imagery in which the present condition of the soul is 
described as one of being sunk in the sea, and there 
much beaten about and grown over with various extra- 
‘neous growths, is not mere figure of speech. In the 
Phaedo* we find the idea that our position on the earth 
* Cf. 4908, See also 5198, where Plato represents the soul as fettered 
with leaden weights attached to it at birth, which means the affections to 
which the body makes the soul liable; and 518, where reason is, the 
divine thing in the soul, which, however much perverted and rendered 
useless, still retains its ancient power. Cf. with the whole passage 
. Phiedo, 644 to 68B. 
* Eth, Nic. X, vii. 8, 9. * 109 A sq. 
wee 7 Aa 3 


t2ato 
IZ B. 
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is really comparable to being at the bottom of a hollow 
or in some deep marshy place ; if we could get up higher 
we should come to a region where everything was purer, 
and where we should see much more clearly. Both 
Plato and Aristotle regarded the earth as imposing al] 
Kinds of restrictions and hindrances on the life of the 
soul; both thought, further, that the fixed stars were 
made of finer matter, and that the souls connected with 
them had correspondingly finer perceptions'. Their 
view of the soul is bound up with a physical theory of 
the universe ”. 

The soul then, whatever metamorphosis it may undergo 
when it enters the body, is in the essential part of it 
immortal; and the Republic, which may be regarded 
(6124) as a picture of the affections which the soul 
undergoes and the forms which it assumes in human life, 
its highest aspirations, its lowest descents, and the inter- 
mediate forms of life between them, will fittingly conclude 
with the prospect that lies before the soul after death. 
But first Plato returns to the question, which was laid 
aside at the outset of the argument in Book II, of 
the rewards of justice. Socrates had been asked to show 
that justice was the true interest of the soul, without 
regard to any external results of justice in this world 
or another; it has now been admitted that he has 
done so, and he may turn to the further question of 
the facts about the external results of justice. Plato, 
having devoted the whole dialogue so far to showing 
that the good and evil of man are the good and evil 


> Aristotle, Frag. 19. 14774, 31 ff., from Cicero, de Nat. Deorum, II. 15. 

? Cf. Timaeus 90.—p, where Plato asserts that in coming to understand 
the laws of nature, e.g. of the motion of the stars, the soul on earth get 
some sort of anticipation of its own true life and nature. 
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of the soul, does not, as has sometimes been said, retract 
this because he here proceeds to reward the just man 
with external goods. He points out first that, assuming 
the moral nature of God, we must believe that the good 
soul pleases God, and that, whatever appearances there 
may be to the contrary, the good man is never neglected 
by God; all things must be well for the good man, except 
so far as there is some evil made necessary for him by 
previous sin’. Again, if we turn to the relations of “ther 
men to those who are just, the case is not as Thrasy- 
machus represented it. Experience shews rather that 
honesty is good policy. Thrasymachus had appealed to 
certain common and admitted facts, Socrates appeals to 
other common and admitted facts. But his conclusion 
that justice is man’s true interest is not drawn from the 
account he gives of its usual external results, and 

' he does not abandon his position that justice is good 
apart from all outward consequences, as being nothing 
else than the healthy life of the soul. 

The purport of the mythical account which now follows, 61g to 
of the soul’s fate after death is to insist that whatever is 
done by the soul on earth has a direct effect upon its’ 
“future. Under all the mythological and poetical forms 
in which Plato clothes what he says of the past and future 
of the soul, one thought is present, that the immortality | 
of the soul, involving as it does the continuity of its. 
existence, adds to the moral responsibility which lies 
upon us. The concluding words of the Republic give us 
the key-note of the whole passage; the.one thing to study 
on earth is how to make oneself better and wiser, not for 
this life alone, but for another, and in order that we may 
choose ‘wisely when. the chance comes to us, as it will, of 


Es } Cf 379¢ to 3808 on the nature of human ill-fortune. 
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choosing another form of life. Life on earth is a great 
process of learning and gaining experience’. 

According to the tale of what was seen by Er the 
Armenian, who twelve days after he had been killed in 
battle was sent back to life, the soul immediately after 
deati, proceeds to a spot where it is judged. The just 
souls are there seen ascending, through an opening in the 
sky on the right hand, to a thousand years of happiness, 
and “he unjust descending, through an opening in the 
grornd on the left, to a thousand years of punishment ?. 
At the same spot, also, perpetual streams of souls are 
seen arriving, some coming down by another opening in 
the sky from their sojourn in heaven, others coming up 
by another opening in the earth from their sojourn below. 
As each soul returns, whether from bliss or from pain, it 
goes into a meadow, where it rests for seven days before 
it chooses a new life upon «arth. The ordinary punish- 
ment allotted to the unjust Sout at death is the requital 
ten times over of the evil done in life; and so too the 
recompense to the just of the good done in life is tenfold. 
But there are other measures of punishment also. Those 
whose lives have been very short are differently dealt with. 
Some again whose guilt has been extreme are held not 
to have been sufficiently punished when they return after 
. a thousand years, and are sent back again ; and there are 
some incurable sinners who are cast for ever into Tar- 
tarus*. In the Gorgias we are told that such souls serve 
asexamples. The punishment of all who are not incurable 
is of the nature of purgatory, and souls generally return 
the wiser for what they have undergone. Conversely, the 

> Cf. VI. 498, 


4 Cf. Gorgias, 524 4 sqq., and Phaedrus, a3 to 249d. 
3 Cf Gorgias, 5258 sq., and Phaedo, 113 D Sq. 
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enjoyment of bliss sometimes leads a soul to make a worse 
choice than it would otherwise make of the life to which 
it will return. If, however, the soul after being rewarded 
makes a wise choice, and goes on living better and better 
--ip..each successive life, and getting better and better in 
th sojourn in heaven, it at last escapes the necessity of 
cing a mortal body again (this we gather from a 
ssage in the Phaedrus', if we may put it together 
th this passage). 
At the end of their seven days’ rest the souls which 
ve returned from bliss or punishment are brought 
long journey into the presence of the three Fates, 


o vauphters of Nesessiiz. lee whom their choice of 
new lie h 1a The choosing” of néw Tives 
kes place at a spot from which the mechanism of the 
niverse is visible, and of this the myth gWes~a detailed 
ascription (616 B sqq.)?. Plato conceives of the heavens 
(wdpavds) as a-hollow sphere which revolves with a motion 
f its own, and of which the outermost portion is that in 
Vaich the fixed stars are. Within it are seven other 
.ollow spheres containing the orbits of the sun, the moon, 
nd the five planets which were then known. These 
iave various revolutions of their own, in the opposite 
firection to the uniform motion of the odpards as a whole. 

| All these eight spheres revolve round the earth, which is 
‘the centre of the whole. The whole otpards is bound 
“round with a band of bright light, which is supposed to 
mean the Milky Way*% This astronomical conception ~ 


1 249A. 
2 For the astronomical part.of this description see Béckh, Kleine 
Schriften, 11. p. 297 foil. a 
5 The souls on their journey are said to see this band of light first as 
fn upright column in front of them. This loons at first as if it was = pole 
2a ~~=fkor~ top to bottom of the sphere, but the word iné{wpya suggests 
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is combined by Plato with the old notions of Nuce ssity 
moving the world, and of destiny being cpun »y the 
Fates; and the image which results from this com- 
bination is, of course, not clear or consistent in <!! its 
details. The whole hollow sphere, with the .eve,- 
separate spheres with separate motions of their « 
fitted in it, forms the whorl (a@évdvdos) of the spit 
(érpaxros) of Necessity. It is fastened by the M:! 
Way and other bands to the hook (dyxicrpov) of 1 
spindle. The shaft (jAaxdrn) of the spindle pa: 
right through the whole of the eight spheres; i. 
‘around the point where it enters them, the lips of < 
spheres are seen as a continuous surface of eight 
-centric rings, of which the.colours and the relative wit 
are described ir ‘accordance with the colours and t 
relative distances from the earth ascribed to the heaven 
bodies which move with them. The spindle rests on ti 
knees of Necessity, and the whole mechanism is turne 
by the Fates—Clotho, Lachesis, whose name signific 
chance, and Atropos, whose name signifies the inevitab. 
The shaft and the hook of the spindle are of adanan 
that is to say tH"y are imperishable and unchanging 
but the whorl, the systetn of spheres, that is to say th 
whole visible universe, is partly of adamant, partly « 
other substances, which means that the universe parti 
exhibits uniform and eternal law, and partly irregularity: 
and change. . 


a band passing round the sphere, and moreover the shaft of the o'sta. 

passes through the centre of the sphere. The souls must be Supposed =) 
be taken to a point outside the whole sphere; the word varoy, in 6168 (D 

Phaedrus, 247 C), shows this, and further they pass under the throae o? 

Necessity, upon whose knees the spindle upon which the sphere turo 

is resting, From a cert@in point outside the sphere a band prsin: 

round it would be seer 4 r> upright columa. 





prove itself to reason.) .What Killen a 

the presence of this spirit, balanced by the 

at, though everybody must find the truth for . 

2 truth is to be found. Socrates then in the . 
»0k comes before us as Philosophy, putting certain aaa 


cepted pi rincip 
In Cephalus_we -have’ the gathered experience of 32 
good man of the generation which was just passing 33 
‘ay when Socrates was beginning his philosophical 
ork. Philosophy comes to learn from this experience, 
t to criticize it. Cicero remarks that it would have 
:n inappropriate for Socrates to question Cephalus. 
iat he does is an instance of what Aristotle tells the 
dent of philosophy to do; we should, he says, attend 
che undemonstrated experience of old men, becauce 
verience has given them the eye to see. rightly 3. "The 
: of experience expressed in simple terms, of which 
shalus is made the exponent, is not what we can call 
zasoned experience, but the outcome of a life; the 
son who has it has not reflected upon it, and is not 
. position to answer the questions which the Philo- 
ter has to ask>:, Accordingly, when the criticism 
as and the experience is to be analyzed, Cephalus 
-way to his son. , 
1 Cephalus’ simple utterances some of the philoso- 
al results of the body of the Republic are anticipated. 
him the delight of philosophical discourse has taken 
place of the pleasures of the flesh*; he has thereby 
rid of “a raging and cruel master’ like the ‘tyrant 
” of Book IX*, In the course of a long life-»~ 


Eth. Nie, VI. xi.6. 2 ga 
* 572 E800 
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see that, though poverty can mar hap 
naterial prosperity can command it, and ti 
‘er is the arbiter -of happiness 1: He reta 
4a sort of apology his old-fashioned: belief in t 
voet's pictures of a future life, but further he retains : 
substantial truth of the belief without the accompanyi 
perversions. Thus his religious belief in its simple a 
“yet pure form contrasts with the corruption of popu 
religion, which as described in Book IT is a gross form 
the theory of rewards and punishments. Sothe Repui 
begins, as it ends, with the thought of a future 1 
With Cephalus morality is summed up in the form 
‘to have been true in word and deed, and to h 
paid one’s debts to. gods and men,’ which, if ta 
widely and deeply enough, says all that one need - 
to say, : , 
oto y | When we.come to Polemarchus we pass from the 
* generation of which Plato knew by report, to a} 
generation-- which has inherited the experience of 
old, but in a partial way} Polemarchus, son of Ceph 
and brother of Lysias the orator, was put to deatk 
the’ Thirty Tyrants”; he is mentioned in the Phaed. 
as a convert to philosophy. Of what sort of pe 
does Plato mean him to be a type? _ Hefcomes for 
in a confident way to answer the question, What is j 
“or morality? not with the result of his own experic 
but with a, borrowed principle of which he is BO 
master. : We have passed from a man whose concep 
pof justice, though it would not stand as a OOM} 
* philosophical conception, is yet, in what . it mean 
“toy substantially the expression of a good life;rto 
ALE 2 Lysias, Jos Evatosthenen 
~ § 957 8 


